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FOREWORD 
Parks and green spaces play such an important part in 
the lives of so many people in Leeds and this report 
provides a comprehensive and valuable insight into 
what motivates people to visit parks and why they 
touch the lives of so many people each year.  The 
report is presented in a very clear and engaging way 
with graphic illustrations of the findings and I therefore 
encourage all those who share a passion for our parks 
and green spaces to spend some time reading and 
reflecting on what this report has to say. 
In Leeds we have placed a strong emphasis on the principle that parks and 
green spaces are protected and free to access by the public, and we have done 
all we can to improve and sustain the quality of our parks and in particular our 
community parks during these difficult times of austerity.  Our focus has been on 
improving them in line with the Parks and Green Space Strategy for Leeds which 
has a key aim for all 63 community parks to achieve Green Flag standard by 
2020 and it is therefore reassuring to learn that quality is a key factor in what 
encourages people to visit parks.  Leeds is a diverse city and the report pays 
particular attention to the background of people who visit and it is pleasing to 
read that visitors to our parks reflect this cultural diversity and that our parks play 
a crucial role in supporting social cohesion and help make Leeds an inclusive 
city. 
I would like to pay particular thanks to the team at the University of Leeds who 
have been working with us for well over two years and during that time research 
findings have been shared locally and in a national context demonstrating the 
timely and relevant nature of this work to inform the broader debate on public 
park provision.  This latest report and recommendations provide a solid 
foundation to inform future management and a Parks and Green Space strategy 
for Leeds beyond 2020. 
Cllr Lucinda Yeadon, Deputy Leader and Executive Member for 
Environment and Sustainability  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
For many people, visiting parks is an 
integral part of everyday life, 
reflecting the vital social role parks 
play. In 2016, a team at the University 
of Leeds undertook a public survey 
in partnership with Leeds City 
Council (LCC) Parks & Countryside 
Service as part of a broader project 
investigating how Leeds parks have 
changed through time, how they are 
used today, and what their future 
prospects might be.  
Whilst Leeds has many different types 
of green spaces, this survey focused on 
the use and experiences of, and 
expectations for, the 70 designated 
public parks in the city. A core feature of 
the survey was to ask respondents to 
identify their main park (i.e. the park 
they visited most frequently), which was 
not necessarily the park closest to 
where they live. 
The survey investigated:  
x the use of parks across the city and 
by different social groups; 
x the experiences and expectations of 
park-users;  
x the level of satisfaction with parks 
and priorities for the future. 
Some 6,432 people responded to the 
public survey, which was available 
online and sent to 20,000 households 
across the city. The findings are 
representative of the Leeds population 
in terms of gender and ethnic group.  
The survey findings show that parks in 
Leeds are widely used and enjoyed by 
diverse social groups. Some 91% of 
people had visited a park in the 
preceding year and, on average, people 
visited more than five parks per year 
throughout the city. 
Some 77% of park visitors reported very 
pleasant experiences and 90% were 
satisfied or very satisfied overall with 
their main park. The majority of park-
users said that they felt very safe using 
their park (57%). Half of park-users 
were high-frequency visitors in the 
summer months, visiting their main park 
at least once a week. The average visit 
lasted for between 30 minutes and two 
hours. 
Extrapolating from the visit profile 
exhibited in the survey to the adult 
population of Leeds, it is estimated that 
there were nearly 45 million adult visits 
to parks in the city. Of these, some 63% 
were to the 63 designated µcommunity¶ 
parks and 37% to the seven µmajor¶ 
parks.
v 
 
Nevertheless, the survey found 
variations in the use of parks and 
SHRSOH¶Vexperiences of them across the 
city.  Notably there were differences by 
respondents in terms of the type and 
quality of park that they visited and in 
terms of different groups of park-users 
by age, disability and ethnic group. 
The research highlights the importance 
of accessible, good quality parks and 
green spaces throughout the city; where 
people of all ages, cultures and abilities 
can enjoy the vital leisure, health and 
well-being benefits that parks afford.  
MAJOR AND COMMUNITY 
PARKS 
The findings show variations in use, 
experiences and expectations by those 
who selected a major park (49%) and 
those who selected a community park 
(51%) as their main park.  
Community park-users were more likely 
than major park-users to use the closest 
park to where they live (79% compared 
with 59%); they were more likely to walk 
to get there (69% compared with 31%), 
although ease of access was rated only 
slightly better.  
Community park-users visited their park 
more frequently, albeit for shorter 
periods of time. Some 59% visited at 
least once a week compared with 39% 
of major park-users. Yet, 77% of major 
park-users stayed, on average, for at 
least one hour compared with 44% of 
community park-users. 
Major park-users were more likely than 
community park-users to rate their park 
in good or excellent condition (94% 
compared with 80%). They were also 
more likely than community park-users 
to expect its condition to improve (26% 
compared with 23%) and to report being 
very satisfied (54% compared with 
31%).
Moreover, a higher proportion of major 
park-users compared with community 
park-users rated the last visit to their 
park as very pleasant (85% compared 
with 69%) and were slightly more likely 
to report feeling very safe (59% 
compared with 55%). 
Nevertheless, major and community 
park-users were as likely to agree that 
spending time in their park was 
important to their own quality of life.  
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People visited parks primarily to get 
some fresh air, to go for walks, to enjoy 
nature and wildlife, and to relax and 
think in peace and quiet. Parks are also 
popular places for family outings and 
FKLOGUHQ¶VSOD\7KHVH top reasons for 
visiting were the same for visitors to 
major and community parks in the city.  
Park-XVHUV¶WRSILYHSULRULWLHVIRUWKH
future were: 
 
 
 
 
 
Interestingly, maintaining or increasing 
sporting facilities in parks were ranked 
14th out of a list of 15 options, just below 
the protection of historic features of 
parks, which was ranked 13th. These 
priorities were similar by type of park. 
However, community park-users were 
more likely to prioritise anti-social 
behaviour and crime while major park-
users were more likely to prioritise 
accessibility for disabled people. 
QUALITY OF PARKS 
All major parks across Leeds hold the 
nationally-recognised Green Flag status. 
In 2016, 41 of 63 community parks (65% 
of the total) were assessed as meeting 
an equivalent Leeds Quality Parks 
(LQP) standard. Only 6% of 
respondents selected a park below 
these quality standards as their main 
park of use, suggesting that use of 
parks across the city is associated with 
park quality. 
Moreover, those who usually visited a 
park below LQP standards were more 
likely to have visited other parks in the 
city that are below these standards 
(29%) than those usually visited a park 
that meets LQP standards (7%). 
Existing research shows that good 
quality, accessible green space is 
associated with better mental and 
physical health. Our findings indicate 
that public parks that meet designated 
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quality standards are associated with 
enriched visitor experiences, satisfaction 
and well-being.  
Those who selected a park that meets 
LQP standards as their main park, 
compared with those who selected a 
park that was below the standard, were 
more likely to be very satisfied overall 
(45% compared with 15%), less likely to 
be very dissatisfied (1% compared with 
10%), more likely to feel very safe (58% 
compared with 41%), have very 
pleasant experiences (79% compared 
with 59%) and to say that spending time 
in parks is at least very important to their 
quality of life.
Despite these differential experiences, 
those who usually visited a park below 
LQP standards were more likely to be 
high-frequency visitors (61%), visiting at 
least once a week in the summer 
months, compared with visitors to parks 
that meet quality standards (49%).  
The former were also much more likely 
to use the closest park to where they 
live (84% compared with 68%) and 
much more likely to walk to this park 
(71% compared with 48%), suggesting 
that they may have lower levels of 
mobility or ability to travel to higher 
quality green spaces, than visitors to 
parks that meet quality standards. 
There are some differences in park-
XVHUV¶WRSILYHSULRULWLHVGHSHQGLQJRQ
the quality of park. Both sets of 
respondents agreed it should be a 
priority to keep parks clean and free to 
enter. However, visitors to parks below 
LQP standards were more likely to 
prioritise anti-social behaviour and 
crime, personal safety and the condition 
of paths, benches and other park 
infrastructure. Whereas, visitors to parks 
that meet LQP standards were more 
likely to prioritise the maintenance of 
existing facilities, the provision of events 
and activities for local communities and 
the accessibility of parks for disabled 
people.  
In the context of cuts to local authority 
park budgets, there is potential for the 
differential experiences between these 
groups of park-users to widen. Without 
significant efforts to counteract such a 
possible trend, the measurable quality of 
a park may come to inform park-XVHUV¶
experiences in ways that result in a 
bifurcated differentiation of parks. 
COMMUNITY COMMITTEES  
There are ten community committees in 
Leeds which operate to give local 
people a say over their community, 
including their local parks and green 
spaces. The quantity and profile of 
parks and green spaces in each 
committee area varies. As such, the 
profile of use, experiences and 
expectations of park-users in each 
committee area differs, as do the 
priorities for the future. Overall, 
however, the survey findings suggest 
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that park-users have a differential 
experience of parks across the city. 
For example, very pleasant experiences 
of parks in each committee area ranged 
from 52% in East Inner to 90% in North 
East Outer, compared with 77% for all 
respondents. In addition, feeling very 
safe using their park varied from 20% in 
East Inner to 68% in North West Outer, 
compared with 57% for all respondents.  
Park-users rated the condition of parks 
differently across committee areas, from 
8% excellent in East Inner to 49% in 
North East Outer, compared with 33% 
for all Leeds parks. Park-users in East 
Inner were also most likely to expect the 
condition to decline (18%), compared 
with the 12% for all Leeds parks.  
Given these figures, it is not 
unsurprising that only 9% of park-users 
in East Inner were very satisfied overall, 
compared with a 42% for all 
respondents. Despite the differential 
experiences of park-users in East Inner, 
they were just as likely to rate spending 
time in their park as important to their 
quality of life.  
AGE GROUP 
It is notable that 77% of people aged 
over 75 had visited a park in the 
preceding year, a much lower figure 
than the average of 91% for all 
respondents. Park-users aged over 75 
also visited fewer parks across the city 
than people in other age groups and 
were most likely to select the closest 
park as their main park (75% compared 
with 69% for all respondents). Over 75s 
were more likely to be low-frequency 
visitors (20%), visiting their main park 
less than once per month in the summer 
months.
It is notable that this age group were 
less likely to say that spending time in 
their park is essential or very important 
to their quality of life, but most likely to 
report having very pleasant experiences 
visiting their park. Indeed, the survey 
findings indicate that pleasant 
experiences of parks increase with age.  
By contrast, nearly all people aged 25±
44 had visited a park and these park-
users were more likely to be high-
frequency visitors. Park-users in this 
age group visited a wider range of parks 
across the city, and those aged 25±34 
were the least likely to select the closest 
park as their main park (60% compared 
with 69% for all respondents). Park-
users aged 25±44 were most likely to 
say that spending time in their park was 
essential or very important to their 
quality of life and the majority reported 
very pleasant experiences of visits.   
Park-users aged 19±24 visited fewer 
parks across the city; nearly half of this 
group identified one park ± namely 
Woodhouse Moor ± as their main park. 
They were least likely to report pleasant 
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experiences of visiting their park, more 
likely to avoid their park at certain times 
(47% compared with 26% for all 
respondents) and to perceive it to be 
less safe, and less likely to think their 
park is important to their quality of life. 
However, they were just as likely to be 
high-frequency visitors as those aged 
under 64 and more likely to use their 
park after dark.  
In general, people of different ages 
visited parks for broadly similar reasons, 
but there are some differences in the 
parks they chose to visit most often. 
While park-users aged 19±24 were most 
likely to walk to get to their park (70%), 
park-users aged over 75 were most 
likely to travel by car (49%). Indeed, 
walking to parks decreased with age 
while travelling by car increased with 
age, despite the fact that older park-
users were more likely to have visited 
their local park.  
Dissatisfaction with parks was low 
across all age groups. People in all age 
groups agreed that the key priorities 
should be to keep parks clean, to retain 
existing facilities or improve them and 
for parks to remain free to enter. 
However, young adult park-users aged 
19±24 prioritised personal safety more 
highly than other age groups. Park-used 
aged 55 and over were more likely to 
prioritise accessibility of parks for 
disabled people, highlighting linkages 
between older age and disability. By 
contrast, those aged 35±44 were more 
likely to prioritise activities for children 
and young people.  
DISABILITY 
Some 8% of respondents considered 
themselves to have a disability that 
affects their access to or use of parks. 
As with older people, disabled people 
were significantly less likely to have 
visited a park in the preceding year. It is 
notable that 77% of disabled people had 
visited a park in the preceding year 
compared with 91% for all respondents.  
Poor health and disability (29%), as well 
as a concern that parks are difficult to 
get to (22%), comprised two of the main 
reasons for non-use of parks. Other 
factors, such as not enough time (23%), 
also inhibited use. 
Disabled and non-disabled park-users 
visited the same broad range of parks 
across the city, for broadly similar 
reasons, and were just as likely to select 
the park closest to where they live as 
their main park.  
Disabled park-users were just as likely 
to think that spending time in their park 
is important to their quality of life. Yet 
they were less likely to be high-
frequency visitors (41%) compared with 
non-disabled park-users (51%) and a 
fifth were low-frequency visitors 
compared with 14% of non-disabled 
park-users. They also visited, on 
average, fewer parks across the city 
than non-disabled park-users. 
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Disabled park-users were more likely to 
travel to their park by car than to walk 
(52% and 27% respectively), which was 
the opposite for non-disabled park-users 
(40% and 52% respectively). Disabled 
park-users were more likely to say that 
their park is difficult to get to. One 
concern regarding access that was 
expressed related to the amount of 
disabled parking bays.
While the majority of disabled park-
users reported pleasant experiences 
using parks, feeling safe, and being 
satisfied, they were marginally more 
likely than non-disabled park-users to 
say that the last visit to their park was 
unpleasant, slightly less likely to say 
they feel very safe visiting, and slightly 
less satisfied overall.  
While there were some similarities in 
priorities, disabled park-users were 
much more likely to prioritise the 
accessibility of parks for disabled people 
compared with non-disabled people.  
The findings of the survey indicate a 
need to better understand the personal 
and social barriers, experienced by 
older people and disabled people, to the 
full enjoyment and use of parks and for 
the need to make improvements in this 
regard.  
ETHNIC GROUP 
Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic 
(BAME) respondents were just as likely 
to visit parks and were just as likely to 
be higher-frequency visitors as 
respondents from a White ethnic group. 
Park-users from different ethnic groups 
visited the same broad range of parks 
across the city, for broadly similar 
reasons, and were just as likely to select 
the park closest to where they live as 
their main park. Park-users from 
different ethnic groups were as likely to 
walk to get to their park and generally 
rated their park as easy to get to. 
 
BAME and White park-users were just 
as likely to say that spending time in 
their park is important to their quality of 
life. However, BAME park-users were 
less likely than White park-users to rate 
their park in excellent condition (22% 
compared with 34%) and were less 
likely to be very satisfied overall with 
their park (25% compared with 43%).  
While the majority of BAME park-users 
reported pleasant experiences using 
parks and feeling safe, they were less 
likely than White park-users to report 
very pleasant experiences (64% 
compared with 78%), less likely to feel 
very safe visiting (41% compared with 
58%) and more likely to avoid their park 
at certain times (34% compared with 
26%). 
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Park-users from different ethnic groups 
shared many priorities, including 
retaining or improving existing facilities, 
keeping parks clean and for parks to 
remain free to enter. However, visitors 
from BAME groups had greater worries 
about their personal safety in parks, an 
issue they ranked as the third most 
important priority for their park, 
compared to an 11th placed ranking 
among White respondents. 
GENDER 
Men and women were just as likely to 
have visited a park in the preceding 
year; they stayed for similar amounts of 
time and they visited the same broad 
range of parks across the city, for similar 
reasons.
There were broadly similar patterns in 
the experience of parks by gender, 
although women were slightly more 
likely than men to say that their park 
was important to their quality of life and 
to report very pleasant experiences. 
However, women were also slightly 
more likely than men to report avoiding 
their park at certain times and slightly 
less likely to report feeling very safe 
when visiting. The top priorities for parks 
were the same for men and women. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on our study and survey findings, 
we make 16 recommendations for 
developing parks policy and practice in 
Leeds and similar cities in line with the 
8QLWHG1DWLRQ¶V6XVWDLQDEOH
Development Goal 11.7 which requires 
WKDWDOOQDWLRQVWDWHVZLOOµE\
provide universal access to safe, 
inclusive and accessible, green and 
public spaces, in particular for women 
and children, older persons and persons 
ZLWKGLVDELOLWLHV¶.
Our recommendations advise that 
priority is given to raising the standard of 
parks throughout the city to ensure 
access to good quality green space for 
all residents and visitors, playing due 
regard to the specific needs of particular 
groups of people that enable them to 
enjoy the full benefits that derive from 
well-managed parks.  
The full 16 recommendations are 
outlined in the main report (see Chapter 
8). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
For many people, visiting parks is an integral part of everyday life, reflecting the vital 
role parks play within the social fabric of cities. Parks are places where history is made, 
both in terms of major public events ² political rallies, mass meetings, demonstrations 
and civic celebrations ² DQGLQWHUPVRISHRSOH¶VLQWLPDWHOLYHV; their romances, 
friendships, family outings and personal commemorations. In 2016, a team of 
researchers at the University of Leeds undertook a public survey in partnership with 
Leeds City Council (LCC) Parks & Countryside Service as part of a broader Arts and 
Humanities Research Council (AHRC) funded project investigating how Leeds parks 
have changed through time, how they are used today, and what their future prospects 
might be.  
The purpose of this report is to present the main findings and data tables produced from 
this survey. The research highlights the importance of accessible, good quality parks 
and green spaces throughout the city; where people of all ages, cultures and abilities 
can enjoy the vital leisure, health and well-being benefits that parks afford. Based on 
our study and survey findings, we make 16 recommendations for developing parks 
policy and practice in Leeds and similar cities LQOLQHZLWKWKH8QLWHG1DWLRQ¶V
Sustainable Development Goal 11.7 which requireVWKDWDOOQDWLRQVWDWHVZLOOµ%y 2030, 
provide universal access to safe, inclusive and accessible, green and public spaces, in 
SDUWLFXODUIRUZRPHQDQGFKLOGUHQROGHUSHUVRQVDQGSHUVRQVZLWKGLVDELOLWLHV¶1  
1.1 Overview of the research 
The Leeds Parks Survey was part of a broader, two-year research project exploring the 
social purpose, experiences and future expectations of urban public parks, both at the 
time of their foundation in the Victorian era and today. The wider study, conducted in 
2015-2017, provides an overview of park life in Leeds and in-depth research into three 
case study parks, each of which was acquired and opened for public use during the 
Victorian era: Woodhouse Moor,2 Roundhay Park and Cross Flatts Park.  
The study used historical analysis, including digitised newspaper collections and 
archival records, to explore the acquisition and early life of the three case study parks, 
up until 1914. This approach revealed the processes by which parks were acquired, 
aspirations for their future during the time of their inception aQGSHRSOH¶VHYHU\GD\
experiences of parks as spaces of social mixing.  
The contemporary study comprised a city-wide public survey, which is the focus of this 
report, and 165 interviews with a range of stakeholders, including park-XVHUVµIULHQGV¶
groups, managers from the Leeds Parks & Countryside Service and representatives 
from various city services. This approach revealed how parks are used, valued and 
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experienced WRGD\DVZHOODVSHRSOH¶VKRUL]RQVRIH[SHFWDWLRQVIRUWKHIXWXUHof parks at 
the present moment.   
The research is situated within a broader context in which public parks in the UK are 
presently DWDSRVVLEOHµWLSSLQJSRLQW¶SURPSWLQJLPSRUWDQWFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHLUfuture 
sustainability. Nationally, these concerns have been acknowledged by the House of 
Commons Communities and Local Government Select Committee in its inquiry into the 
future of public parks which reported in early 2017.3 
Some of the wider findings, illustrating resonances in park life and expectations 
between past and present, can be found in our wider UHVHDUFKUHSRUWµ7KH)XWXUH
3URVSHFWVRI8UEDQ3XEOLF3DUNV¶which is available to download from the project 
website: www.futureofparks.leeds.ac.uk  
As part of the project, we also curated a digital archive of images of parks over time, 
using photographs submitted by members of the public and Leeds Parks & Countryside 
Service. The collection is hosted by the Leeds Library and Information Service and is 
accessible via the Leodis website: www.leodis.net VHDUFKIRUµIXWXUHSURVSHFWV¶WR
access the collection). 
1.2 Parks and green spaces in Leeds 
Leeds Parks & Countryside Service manages 4,000 hectares of green space, including 
SXEOLFSDUNV2IWKHVHVHYHQDUHGHVLJQDWHGDVIRUPDOµPDMRU¶SDUNVDQGDUH
µFRPPXQLW\¶SDUNVIn 2011, LCC conducted an µOpen Space, Sport and Recreation 
Assessment¶. In this reSRUWWKH\GHILQHµPDMRU (city) parks¶ DVWKRVHµ3URYLGLQJDZLGH
UDQJHRIRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUWKHFLW\¶VUHVLGHQWVDQGYLVLWRUV7KHUDQJHRIDWWUDFWLRQV
natural and formal landscapes and facilities provided will attract users from a wide 
FDWFKPHQWDUHDZLOOLQJWRXQGHUWDNHORQJHUYLVLWV¶. They define µFRPPXQLty parks¶ as 
µ3URYLGLQJIRUWKHORFDOFRPPXQLW\DVDZKROH7KH\XVXDOO\SURYLGHPXOWLSOHIDFLOLWLHVIRU
active and passive recreation witKDUHDVRIIRUPDOODQGVFDSLQJ¶S225). All oIWKHFLW\¶V
major parks hold Green Flag status and, in 2016, 41 of 63 community parks (65% of the 
total) were assessed as meeting an equivalent Leeds Quality Parks (LQP) standard.  
1.3 Objectives of the survey 
The Leeds Parks Survey, conducted between June and November 2016, was designed 
to capture information about frequency of park use DQGSHRSOH¶VH[SHULHQFHVRIYLVLWLQJ
parks in the preceding year. Whilst Leeds has different types of green spaces, including 
woodlands, cemeteries and recreation grounds, the Leeds Parks Survey focused solely 
on the use and experiences of, and expectations for, the 70 designated public parks in 
the city.  
A core feature of the survey design was to ask respondents to identify their main park of 
use4 (i.e. the park they visited most frequently) ± which was not necessarily the park 
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that is closest to where they live ± and answer questions about their frequency of use, 
experiences, expectations, and priorities for that park. We use this feature of the survey 
to structure the analysis that is detailed in this report.  
In summary, the main objectives for the survey were to investigate:  
x the use of parks across the city and by different social groups; 
x the experiences and expectations of park-users;  
x the overall satisfaction with parks and priorities for the future.  
In response to an online public survey combined with a city-wide postal survey of 
20,000 randomly selected households, the survey captured the views and experiences 
of 6,432 people. Following the application of a weighting adjustment, the findings are 
representative of the Leeds population in terms of gender and ethnic group.  
The survey method is described in Appendix A and a copy of the survey is provided in 
Appendix B. 
1.4 Use of parks in Leeds  
While the growth of other public and quasi-public spaces of meeting and recreation 
mean that parks now sit within a broader set of options for urban inhabitants to choose 
from, the Leeds Parks Survey found that parks are widely used and enjoyed by diverse 
groups in society. Some 91% of people had visited a park in the preceding year and, on 
average, people visited more than five parks per year across the city. Nearly a third of 
park-users (31%) travelled beyond their immediate locality to visit their main park. More 
park-users walked (50%) than drove (40%) to get to their park and most visitors agreed 
that their park is easy to get to. 
 
 
 
Most respondents (94%) selected a park that reached designated quality standards as 
their main park. People visited parks primarily to get some fresh air, to go for walks, to 
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enjoy nature and wildlife, and to relax and think in peace and quiet. Parks are also 
SRSXODUSODFHVIRUIDPLO\RXWLQJVDQGFKLOGUHQ¶V play. Some 77% of park-users reported 
very pleasant experiences of visiting their park and nearly all (90%) reported being 
satisfied or very satisfied overall with that park. The majority of park-users (57%) felt 
very safe visiting their park during the daytime. Half of park-users were high-frequency 
visitors, visiting their main park at least once a week in the summer months. The 
average visit was for between 30 minutes and two hours, but just over a quarter of 
people (26%) avoided their park at certain times of the day or week.  
  
 
 
 
Extrapolating from the visit profile exhibited in the survey to the adult population of 
Leeds as a whole, it is estimated that there were nearly 45 million adult visits to parks in 
the city per year. Nevertheless, the survey found that there were variations in the use of 
SDUNVDQGSHRSOH¶VH[SHULHQFHVRIWKHPDFURVVWKHFLW\1RWDEO\WKHUHZHUHGLIIHUHQFHV
by respondents in terms of the type and quality of park that they visited most often and 
in terms of different groups of park-users by age, disability and ethnic group. 
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1.4 Structure of this report 
This report is organised in two main parts. The first part differentiates between and 
contrasts the views and experiences of respondents depending on the type or profile of 
their main park. That is, park-users who selected, as their main park: (i) a major park or 
a community park (Chapter Two); (ii) a park that meets LQP standards or a park that 
falls below these standards (Chapter Three); and (iii) a park located in one of the ten 
community committee areas (Chapter Four). Throughout, it provides comparisons with 
the average survey responses for all respondents. This part also provides estimates of 
total adult visits to parks, by type of park and community committee area. In 2009, LCC 
developed a calculation for estimating total visits made to parks throughout the city. This 
report draws on this methodology and applies it to the findings of the 2016 survey. 
Appendix C provides a detailed breakdown of how total visits to parks were estimated. 
The second part differentiates between and contrasts the views and experiences of 
respondents by their demographic characteristics. It provides an overview of the survey 
ILQGLQJVE\UHVSRQGHQWV¶ age group (Chapter Five), disability (Chapter Six), and ethnic 
group (Chapter Seven). The report does not include a breakdown of the survey findings 
by gender as both males and females were just as likely to use parks, stayed for similar 
amounts of time and visited the same broad range of parks across the city, for similar 
reasons. There were similar patterns in the experience of parks by gender, although 
female park-users were slightly more likely to say that their main park was very 
important to their quality of life and to report very pleasant experiences. By contrast, 
they were slightly more likely to report avoiding their park at certain times and slightly 
less likely to report feeling very safe when visiting. The top priorities for parks were the 
same for male and female park-users. 
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PART ONE: PARK PROFILES 
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2. MAJOR AND COMMUNITY PARKS 
Leeds Parks & Countryside Service manages 4,000 hectares of green space, including 
SXEOLFSDUNV2IWKHVHVHYHQDUHGHVLJQDWHGDVµPDMRU¶SDUNVDQGDs µFRPPXQLW\¶
parks. All oIWKHFLW\¶VPDMRUSDUNVKROGGreen Flag status and, in 2016, 41 of 63 
community parks (65% of the total) were assessed as meeting the equivalent LQP 
standard. Respondents to the survey were fairly evenly divided between those who 
selected a major park (49%) and those who selected a community park (51%) as their 
main park. The analysis presented in this chapter show variations in use, experiences 
and expectations by these two sets of respondents. Throughout, it provides 
comparisons with the averages for all respondents. The chapter is organised into six 
sections: 
2.1 Profile of major and community park-users 
2.2 Use of major and community parks 
2.3 Experiences and expectations of major and community park-users 
2.4 Overall satisfaction with major and community parks 
2.5 Park-users¶ priorities for major and community parks 
2.6 Summary 
2.1 Profile of major and community park-users 
There was some variation in the profile of visitors to major and community parks. This 
section gives a breakdown by age, disability, ethnicity, gender and student-status.  
Major and community parks were visited by people of all ages. Table 2.1 reveals some 
difference in the proportion of people, by age group, visiting community and major 
parks. 
Table 2.1 Which of the following best describes your age? 
Park type 
19
-
24
 
25
-
34
 
35
-
44
 
45
-
54
 
55
-
64
 
65
-
74
 
>
75
 
To
ta
l 
All Leeds parks 3% 13% 18% 18% 20% 19% 8% 100% 
Community parks 5% 14% 19% 18% 18% 17% 8% 100% 
Major parks  1% 11% 17% 17% 22% 21% 9% 100% 
As shown in Table 2.2, there was no difference in the proportion of disabled park-users 
by type of park. 
Table 2.2 Do you consider yourself to have a disability? 
Park type Disabled park-users % (n=536) 
All Leeds parks 8% 
Community parks  8% 
Major parks  8% 
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As indicated in Table 2.3, a slightly higher proportion of BAME park-users selected a 
community park as their main park.  
Table 2.3 Which of the following categories best describe your ethnic group? 
Park type Community parks 
Major 
parks 
Total 
White (n=5899) 50% 50% 100% 
BAME (n=324) 54% 46% 100% 
As shown in Table 2.4, there was little difference in the proportion of male and female 
park-users by type of park. 
Table 2.4 Which of the following categories best describe your gender? 
Park type Community 
parks 
Major 
parks 
Total 
Male (n=2460) 50% 50% 100% 
Female (n=3764) 51% 49% 100% 
As highlighted in Table 2.5, a slightly higher proportion of student park-users selected a 
community park as their main park. 
Table 2.5 Are you a student in further or higher education? 
Park type Student park-users (n=363) 
All Leeds parks 6% 
Community parks  8% 
Major parks 4% 
Table 2.6 reveals that nearly a third of park-users (31%) did not usually visit their local 
park; instead, they travelled beyond their immediate locality to access the attributes and 
facilities of another park. Hence, many park-users view parks as social rather than 
purely local assets. For those who selected a community park as their main park, this 
park was more likely to be the closest park to where they live. 
Table 2.6 Is your main park the closest park to where you live? 
Park type Closest park to where I live  
All Leeds parks 69% 
Community parks 79% 
Major parks 59% 
Park visitors who usually visited a park outside of their immediate locality selected 
reasons for this (Figure 1). Some LQGLFDWHGWKDWWKH\µSUHIHURWKHUSDUNV¶
suggesting that the attributes of another park were their primary motivation for visiting a 
non-local park. Others cited factors driving them away from their local park, including a 
lack of facilities, not enough things to do and insufficient size.5 Other factors, including 
safety and maintenance, were cited less frequently. 
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The following illustrative explanations are typical of those people who did not select the 
closest park to where they live as their main park. They LQFOXGHDUDQJHRIµSXVK¶DQG
µSXOO¶IDFWRUVinvolved in shaping park visitor preferences and relate to: 
Proximity to other significant places 
x µ,XVHWKHSDUNQHDUHVWWRP\ZRUN¶ 
x µ,W¶VQHDUHUWRP\JUDQGFKLOGUHQ¶ 
Facilities and amenities available  
x µ1RSXEOLFWRLOHWVRUcaféQRWHQRXJKVHDWV¶ 
x µ*ROGHQ$FUH>3DUN@LVELJJHUDQGFDWHUVIRUP\QHHGV¶ 
x µ,WGRHVQ¶WKDYHDFKLOGUHQ
VSOD\DUHD¶ 
Activities and events  
x µ,OLNH&URVV)ODWWVSDUNUXQEHWWHU¶ 
x µ7KHUHDUHQRGXFNVDQGVTXLUUHOVWRIHHGDWP\ORFDOSDUN¶ 
x µ0\VSRUWVWHDPWUDLQDWWKHSDUN,XVHPRVWRIWHQ¶ 
Size, design and character 
x µ7KHRQH,YLVLWPRUHRIWHQLVPXFKELJJHU¶ 
x µ,OLNH>&KHYLQ@EHFDXVHLWLVUHODWLYHO\TXLHWWKHGRJFDQEHsafely off lead and it is 
KLOO\WKLVLVJUHDWIRUP\UXQWUDLQLQJ¶ 
5% 
6% 
6% 
9% 
10% 
11% 
18% 
19% 
24% 
36% 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Too dirty
Poorly maintained
Crime & ASB
Too many dogs
Feel unsafe
Less convenient
Too small
Not enough to do
Lacks facilities
Prefer other parks
Percentage of park users who do not use their local park most often
Note: Options selected by 5% or more of respondents  
Figure 1: Which of the following options best describes why you do not visit the park closest 
where you live most often? Tick all that apply. 
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x µ.LUNVWDOOKDVWKHULYHUUXQQLQJDWWKHVLGHRILW¶ 
Charges and fees payable 
x µ,XVHGWRJRWR/RWKHUWRQ Hall [an historic country park] a lot. This stopped when the 
SDUNVWDUWHGWRFKDUJH¶ 
Physical accessibility  
x µ%LJURDGELVHFWVLWIURPZKHUH,OLYH¶ 
Condition of park 
x µ6PDVKHGJODVVHYHU\ZKHUH¶ 
Personal attachment 
x µ,WLVWKHSDUN,XVHGZKHQJURZLQJXS DQGOLNHWRYLVLWLW¶ 
People are attracted to specific parks ± as their main park of use ± by diverse facilities 
that meet their needs. The survey findings show that well-resourced major parks, like 
/HHGV¶VIODJVKLS5RXQGKD\3DUNWKDWDUHLQJRRGFRQGLWion and have a range of 
IDFLOLWLHVDFWDVµPDJQHWV¶DWWUDFWLQJYLVLWRUVIURPDFURVVWKHFLW\DQGIXUWKHUDILHOG 
3DUNVFDQEHHOHFWLYHµGHVWLQDWLRQV¶0DMRUSDUNVLQSDUWLFXODUFDQDFWDVµGHVWLQDWLRQ
SDUNV¶WKDWDUHVRPHWLPHVSUHIHUUHGWRORFDOSDUNV where use is usually premised on the 
idea of routine or habitual activity. Indeed, some 61% of survey respondents had visited 
Roundhay Park, at least once, in the past year. Moreover, a quarter of respondents 
selected Roundhay Park as their main park. As such, it is estimated that over nine 
million visits were made by adults to Roundhay Park in the preceding year (see 
Appendix D). This makes iW/HHGV¶s most visited park by some margin. 
2.2 Use of major and community parks 
This section presents findings relating to the use of major and community parks and is 
organised into the following sub-sections: 
2.2.1 estimated total adult visits  
2.2.2 frequency of use  
2.2.3 length of stay 
2.2.4 avoidance 
2.2.5 mode and ease of travel 
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2.2.1 Total adult visits to major and community parks  
In 2009, Leeds Parks & Countryside Service developed a methodology to estimate total 
visits made to parks throughout the city. Drawing on this methodology and applying it to 
the findings of the 2016 survey (see Appendix C), Table 2.7 reveals that the total annual 
adult (18+ years) visits to Leeds parks is estimated to be 44,591,401.6 :KLOHWKHFLW\¶V
community parks make up 63% of total adult visits, the major parks make up 37%. 
 
These are reasonably conservative estimates since they are based on the frequency of 
visits park-users made to their main park in the preceding year, rather than to all parks 
that they visited across the city. Indeed, the survey found that park-users visited, on 
average, five parks in Leeds in the preceding year.  
Table 2.7 Estimated Annual Adult Visits  
Park type Total Annual Adult Visits 
Total Summer Adult 
Visits 
Total Winter Adult 
Visits 
Community parks 28,027,074 16,043,811 11,983,263 
Major parks 16,564,327 9,440,980 7,123,347 
All Leeds parks 44,591,401 25,484,791 19,106,610 
Unsurprisingly, there were more visits to parks in the summer months (n=25,484,791) 
than in the winter months (n=19,106,610). It is expected that there is very significant 
day-to-day variation in visitation, meaning that a simple average figure is of limited use. 
However, on average, 136,573 adult visits were made to parks in the city on any one 
day in the summer months and 109,445 were made on any one day in the winter 
months.  
Six of the top ten most visited parks were community parks. Woodhouse Moor, a 
community park in North West Leeds, was the second most visited park in the city, with 
over three million adult visits estimated in the preceding year (see Appendix D). A 
further seven community parks received over one million adult visits. Of the top 25 
parks that had the highest estimated total adult visits (above 500,000 visits) all, except 
one (Rothwell Country Park), meet LQP standards. 
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2.2.2 Frequency of use of major and community parks 
As Table 2.8 shows, half of Leeds park-users were high-frequency visitors, visiting their 
main park at least once a week in the summer months. Just over a third of Leeds park-
users were high-frequency visitors in the winter months (Table 2.9).  
 
Community park-users reported visiting their park highly-frequently in the summer 
(59%) and winter (42%) months compared with major park-users (39% and 27%).  
Table 2.8 How often do you visit your main park in the summer? 
Park type 
Summer 
High Medium Low 
No. % No. % No. % 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 2849 50% 2022 35% 795 14% 
Community parks (n=2761) 1652 59% 804 29% 259 9% 
Major parks (n=2834) 1096 39% 1179 41% 514 18% 
Table 2.9 How often do you visit your main park in the winter? 
Park type 
Winter 
High Medium Low 
No. % No. % No. % 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 1973 35% 1964 35% 1724 30% 
Community parks (n=2761) 1158 42% 861 31% 693 25% 
Major parks (n=2834) 751 27% 1062 37% 979 35% 
High-frequency visitors = use their main park almost every day / once or twice per week 
Medium-frequency visitors = use their main park once every two weeks / once a month 
Low-frequency visitors = use their main park less than once a month / seldom  
2.2.3 Length of stay at major and community parks 
The survey asked how long respondents normally stayed at their main park in the 
summer months. As Table 2.10 shows, Leeds park-users normally stayed for between 
30 minutes and 2 hours.  
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A higher proportion of major park-users stayed for over an hour (77%) compared with 
community park-users (44%).  
Table 2.10 How long do you normally stay in the summer? 
Park type <30 Mins 
30mins-
1 hour 
1-2 
hours 
2-4 
hours 
4> 
hours 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 8% 31% 41% 16% 2% 
Community parks (n=2761) 15% 41% 32% 10% 2% 
Major parks (n=2834) 2% 21% 51% 23% 3% 
 
2.2.4 Avoidance of major and community parks 
The survey asked if visitors avoided their main park at certain times of the day or week. 
Just over a quarter of all respondents avoided their park at certain times. As highlighted 
in Table 2.11, there was little difference by type of park. 
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Table 2.11 Are there any times of the day or week in which you avoid visiting your main park? 
Park type Avoid % 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 26% 
Community parks (n=2761) 27% 
Major parks (n=2834) 25% 
Park-users identified diverse reasons for avoiding parks. These often related to 
competing uses of parks by different visitor groups. For instance one respondent noted 
that they avoided their park µGuring football season due to the swearing of the 
IRRWEDOOHUVDQGIDQV¶ Some park-users avoided visiting because of concerns about the 
lack of control of dogs by their owners. For instance, one park-user explained: 
µ*HQHUDOO\[avoid] between 8am-10am and 4pm-SPRQZHHNGD\V«EHFDXVHWKHUHDUH
too many dogs off leads and not under cRQWUROE\WKHLURZQHUV¶ 
A common reason for avoidance was concerns about safety, which was connected to 
use after dark and the behaviour of other park-users. For instance, another respondent 
noted, µ2QDQHYHQLQJLWKDVSHRSOHRSHQO\GULQNLQJDOFRKRODQG,UHJXODUO\VHHSHRSOH
GUXJGHDOLQJ¶ 
Other respondents said that they avoid parks due to factors associated with specific 
events or periods of heavy use. These include issues with parking, noise and litter. The 
following quotations were typical: 
x µ6XQQ\ZHHNHQGV- XQSOHDVDQWO\EXV\,QHIIHFWLWLVDYLFWLPRILWVRZQVXFFHVV¶ 
x µ:KHQWKHUHLVDIDLUEHFDXVHRIQRLVH¶ 
x µ:KHQWKHUHDUHHYHQWVDVSDUNLQJLVDWDSUHPLXP¶ 
2.2.5 Mode and ease of travel to major and community parks 
More Leeds park-users walk (50%) than drive (40%) to get to their main park (Table 
2.12). Community park-users were more likely to walk (69%) whereas major park-users 
were more likely to drive (58%).  
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Table 2.12 How would you normally travel to your main park? 
Park type Walk % Car % 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 50% 40% 
Community parks (n=2761) 69% 23% 
Major parks (n=2834) 31% 58% 
Most Leeds park-users (96%) found it easy or quite easy to get to their main park. As 
Table 2.13 indicates, there was little difference by type of park. However, accessibility 
was a concern for those who did not use a park in the preceding year (see Figure 2).  
Table 2.13 How easy is it for you to travel to your main park? 
Park type 
Ease of travel 
Easy 
% 
Quite easy 
% 
Quite 
difficult 
% 
Difficult 
% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 76% 20% 3% 1% 
Community parks (n=2761) 80% 16% 2% 0% 
Major parks (n=2834) 71% 25% 3% 1% 
2.3 Experiences and expectations of major and community 
park-users 
This section presents findings relating to how major and community park-users rated: 
2.3.1 their experience of visiting 
2.3.2 their feelings of safety  
2.3.3 the current and expected condition of their main park 
2.3.4 the importance of spending time in their main park to their quality of life 
2.3.1 Experience of visiting major and community parks 
The survey asked respondents to rate the last visit to their park in terms of the 
pleasantness of their experience. In Leeds, some 77% of park-users rated their last visit 
as µvery pleasant¶RQDIRXU-point scale. As revealed in Table 2.14, a higher proportion 
of major park-users reported very pleasant experiences (85%) compared with 
community park-users (69%). 
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Table 2.14 How pleasant was your last experience visiting your main park? 
Park type 
Last visit 
Very pleasant 
% 
Somewhat 
pleasant 
% 
Somewhat 
unpleasant 
% 
Very 
unpleasant 
% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 77% 19% 3% 1% 
Community parks (n=2761) 69% 26% 4% 1% 
Major parks (n=2834) 85% 12% 2% 0% 
2.3.2 Feelings of safety visiting major and community parks 
The survey asked respondents to rate their feelings of safety when visiting their main 
park in the daytime. In Leeds, 57% of park-users felt µvery safe¶RQDILYH-point scale.  
 
A slightly higher proportion of major park-users felt very safe (59%) compared with 
community park-users (55%). Only 1% of Leeds park-users felt unsafe using their park. 
Table 2.15 How safe do you feel visiting your main park during the day? 
Park type 
Safety ± day 
Very safe 
% 
Fairly 
safe 
% 
Never 
thought 
about it 
% 
Fairly 
unsafe 
% 
Very 
unsafe 
% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 57% 34% 6% 1% 0% 
Community parks (n=2761) 55% 36% 7% 1% 0% 
Major parks (n=2834) 59% 33% 6% 1% 0% 
2.3.4 Condition of major and community parks 
The survey asked park-users to rate the current condition of their main park. In Leeds, 
33% of park-users rated their main park in µexcellent¶ condition, 53% in µgood¶ condition, 
11% in µfair¶ condition and 2% in µpoor¶ condition (see Table 2.16). When interpreting 
these findings it should be noted that 94% of respondents selected a park that meets 
LQP standards as their main park to use.  
A higher proportion of major park-users rated their park in excellent condition (44%) 
compared with community park-users (23%). This is likely to reflect the fact that all 
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major parks hold Green Flag status while 65% of community parks were of LQP 
standards at the time of the survey. 
 
Table 2.16 How do you rate the current condition of your main park? 
Park type 
Condition 
Excellent 
% 
Good 
% 
Fair 
% 
Poor 
% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 33% 53% 11% 2% 
Community parks (n=2761) 23% 57% 16% 3% 
Major parks (n=2834) 44% 50% 6% 1% 
In Leeds, park-users generally expected the condition of their main park to µremain the 
same¶ over the next three years (52%), although more expected it to improve (25%) 
than decline (12%). As revealed in Table 2.17, major park-users were slightly more 
optimistic that the condition of their park would improve (26%) compared with 
community park-users (23%). Likewise, community park-users were also slightly more 
pessimistic that the condition of their park would decline (14%) compared with major 
park-users (10%). 
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Table 2.17 In the next three years, how do you expect the condition of your main park to 
change? 
Park type 
Expectations 
Improve 
% 
Remain the 
same 
% 
Decline 
% 
Not sure 
% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 25% 52% 12% 11% 
Community parks (n=2761) 23% 49% 14% 13% 
Major parks (n=2834) 26% 54% 10% 10% 
2.3.5 Importance of major and community parks to quality of life 
In Leeds, 57% of park-users reported that spending time in their main park was either 
µvery important¶ or µessential¶ to their own quality of life, and a further 31% said it was 
µIDLUO\LPSRUWDQW¶. As Table 2.18 indicates, there was little difference by type of park.  
Table 2.18 In terms of your own quality of life, how important is spending time in your main 
park? 
Park type 
Importance to Own Quality of Life 
Essential 
% 
Very 
important 
% 
Fairly 
important 
% 
Not (very) 
important  
% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 20% 37% 31% 9% 
Community parks (n=2761) 21% 36% 32% 9% 
Major parks (n=2834) 19% 39% 30% 10% 
2.4 Overall satisfaction with major and community parks  
The survey asked respondents how satisfied they are overall with their main park. In 
Leeds, some 90% of park-users were HLWKHUµVDWLVILHG¶RUµvery satisfied¶RQDILYH-point 
scale. As shown in Table 2.19, a higher proportion of major park-users reported being 
very satisfied (54%) compared with community park-users (31%). 
Table 2.19 What is your overall impression of your main park? 
Park type 
User-Satisfaction  
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All Leeds parks (n=5595) 42% 48% 7% 2% 1% 
Community parks (n=2761) 31% 54% 11% 3% 1% 
Major parks (n=2834) 54% 41% 3% 1% 0% 
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2.5 Priorities for the future of major and community parks 
Based on a list of fifteen options, park-users were asked to identify their top priorities. 
Park-XVHUV¶WRSILYHSULRULWLHVIRUWKHIXWXUHwere: 
 
These top priorities were similar by type of park. However, community park-users were 
more likely to prioritise anti-social behaviour and crime while major park-users were 
more likely to prioritise accessibility for disabled people. Interestingly, maintaining or 
increasing sporting facilities in parks was ranked 14th out of a 15 options, just below the 
protection of historic features of parks, which was ranked 13th. 
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Table 2.20 What do you consider to be the three key priorities for your main park? 
Priorities All Leeds parks 
Community 
parks Major parks 
Keep the park clean  1 1 2 
Keep open/improve facilities (toilets, cafes) 2 2 1 
Remains free to enter 3 3 3 
Events/activities for the local community 4 5 4 
Tackle anti-social behaviour and crime 5 4 8 
User friendly for disabled people  6 10 5 
Activities for children and young people 7 6 10 
Improve the condition of the paths etc.  8 9 7 
Greater personal safety  9 7 12 
Dog waste 10 8 11 
Increase the presence of park staff 11 12 6 
Plant more flowers  12 11 13 
Protect or restore historic features 13 15 9 
Sports facilities  14 13 15 
Encourage more use  15 14 14 
2.6 Summary 
Not all people chose to visit their local park most often. Indeed, nearly a third selected a 
park outside of their immediate locality as their main park to use. Greater mobility due to 
transportation links and vehicle ownership renders accessing parks and other locations 
at greater distances easier. Overall, the findings suggest that people are attracted to 
specific parks ± as their main park of use ± by diverse facilities that meet their needs.  
Hence, the research shows that well-resourced SDUNVOLNH/HHGV¶VIODJVKLS5RXQGKD\
3DUNWKDWDUHLQJRRGFRQGLWLRQDQGKDYHDUDQJHRIIDFLOLWLHVDFWDVµPDJQHWV¶
attracting visitors from across the city and further afield. Major parks account for over a 
third of adult visits to parks in Leeds and Roundhay Park emerges as the most visited 
park by some margin.  
Community parks are well-used and frequently visited assets that contribute to the well-
being and quality of life of residents. Indeed, the majority of visits to parks each year are 
made to community parks. Woodhouse Moor, a community park in North East Leeds, 
stands out as the second most visited park in Leeds. However, community parks were 
not as highly rated in terms of their condition and quality (both in terms of formal 
assessments of parks and user-views), and it is evident from the survey findings that 
visitor experiences and overall satisfaction is lower compared with major parks. We 
recommend that LCC prioritise resources and seek investment to raise the level of all 
community parks to LQP standards to ensure that a quality experience of parks is 
available to all.  
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3. QUALITY OF PARKS 
Of the 70 parks that are managed by Leeds Parks & Countryside Service, all major 
parks hold Green Flag statusZKLFKLVµWKHEHQFKPDUNVWDQGDUGIRUWKHPDQDJHPHQWRI
UHFUHDWLRQDORXWGRRUVSDFHVDFURVVWKH8QLWHG.LQJGRPDQGDURXQGWKHZRUOG¶7  In 
2016, the Parks & Countryside Service assessed all 63 community parks against an 
equivalent LQP standard.8 Some 41 community parks (65% of the total) met this 
standard.9 Leeds Parks & Countryside Service continues to work towards achieving 
LQP standards for the remaining 22 community parks. Indeed, a key aim of the Parks 
and Green Space Strategy for Leeds is for all community parks to reach LQP standards 
by 2020.10 
The analysis presented in this chapter differentiates between and contrasts the 
experiences of park-users who selected, as their main, a park that meets LQP 
standards against park-users who selected a park that falls below these quality 
standards. The chapter is organised into six sections: 
3.1  Survey responses by park quality   
3.2  Park use by park quality  
3.3  Experiences and expectations of park-users by park quality  
3.4  Overall park-user satisfaction by park quality  
3.5  Priorities for future by park quality  
3.6  Summary  
3.1 Survey responses by park quality 
As shown in Table 3.1, the great majority of survey respondents selected a park that 
meets recognised standards of quality as their main park to use (94%), suggesting that 
use of parks across the city is associated with park quality. 
Table 3.1 Survey respondents by park quality 
Quality of main park  No. Survey 
responses 
% Survey 
responses 
Meets LQP standards 5281 94% 
Working towards LQP standard 315 6% 
Total 5596 100% 
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3.2 Park use by park quality  
This section presents findings relating to use of parks that meet or fall below LQP 
quality standards and is organised into the following sub-sections: 
3.2.1 most visited parks below LQP standards 
3.2.2 range of parks visited  
3.2.3 frequency of use 
3.2.4 reasons for use 
3.2.5 avoidance 
3.2.6 use of local park 
3.2.7 mode and ease of travel 
3.2.1 Most visited parks below LQP standards 
Table 3.2 highlights that over half of visitors to parks below LQP standards (58%) 
selected one of four parks as their main park: Rothwell Country Park, Armley Park, 
Western Flatts Cliff Park, Stanningley Park.11 
Table 3.2 What park do you use most often? 
Main parks below LQP standard 
No. who most often 
visit a park below LQP 
standard 
% who most often 
visit a park below LQP 
standard 
Rothwell Country Park 79 25% 
Armley Park 44 14% 
Western Flatts Cliff Park 32 10% 
Stanningley Park 27 9% 
New Wortley Recreation Ground 23 7% 
Drighlington Moor Park 22 7% 
Gotts Park 22 7% 
The Rein 11 3% 
Whinmoor Park, Coal Road 10 3% 
Hunslet Moor 9 3% 
Grove Hill Park, Otley 8 3% 
Allerton Bywater Sports Ground 6 2% 
Grove Road Recreation Ground 6 2% 
Queen's Park, Pudsey 4 1% 
Tyersal Park 4 1% 
Kirk Lane Park 3 1% 
Hunslet Lake 3 1% 
Blenheim Square 2 1% 
Total 315 100% 
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3.2.2 Range of parks visited 
The survey asked respondents to identify all of the parks in Leeds that they had visited, 
at least once, in the preceding year. Table 3.3 reveals that those who normally visited a 
park below LQP standards were more likely to have visited other parks in the city below 
quality standards (29%) than those who usually visited a park that meets quality 
standards (7%).  
Table 3.3 What parks in Leeds have you visited in the past year? 
Park 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Roundhay Park 147 8.52% 3627 12.99% 
Temple Newsam 123 7.13% 2330 8.35% 
Kirkstall Abbey 115 6.66% 2088 7.48% 
Golden Acre Park 101 5.85% 2619 9.38% 
Armley Park 89 5.16% 304 1.09% 
Rothwell Country Park 86 4.98% 367 1.31% 
Pudsey Park 83 4.81% 709 2.54% 
Gotts Park 61 3.53% 242 0.87% 
Lotherton Hall 52 3.01% 878 3.15% 
Bramley Park 50 2.90% 420 1.50% 
New Wortley Recreation Ground 48 2.78% 59 0.21% 
Western Flatts Cliff Park 47 2.72% 57 0.20% 
Middleton Park 44 2.55% 569 2.04% 
Woodhouse Moor 43 2.49% 1298 4.65% 
Chevin Forest Park 36 2.09% 1251 4.48% 
Farnley Hall Park 36 2.09% 264 0.95% 
Stanningley Park 33 1.91% 119 0.43% 
Bramley Falls Wood Park 32 1.85% 433 1.55% 
Springhead Park 32 1.85% 238 0.85% 
Horsforth Hall Park 30 1.74% 866 3.10% 
Meanwood Park 30 1.74% 1254 4.49% 
New Farnley Park 29 1.68% 134 0.48% 
Cross Flatts Park 28 1.62% 307 1.10% 
Drighlington Moor Park 26 1.51% 67 0.24% 
Grove Hill Park, Otley 16 0.93% 187 0.67% 
Tarnfield Park, Yeadon 16 0.93% 611 2.19% 
Wharfemeadows Park, Otley 16 0.93% 498 1.78% 
Burley Park 15 0.87% 323 1.16% 
East End Park 15 0.87% 246 0.88% 
Hunslet Moor 15 0.87% 64 0.23% 
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Potternewton Park 14 0.81% 465 1.67% 
Calverley Park (Victoria Park) 13 0.75% 242 0.87% 
Scatcherd Park 13 0.75% 185 0.66% 
Becketts Park 12 0.70% 577 2.07% 
Rodley Park Recreation Ground 12 0.70% 172 0.62% 
Manston Park 11 0.64% 271 0.97% 
Allerton Bywater Sports Ground 10 0.58% 31 0.11% 
Grove Road Recreation Ground 10 0.58% 45 0.16% 
Holbeck Moor 10 0.58% 121 0.43% 
Holt Park 10 0.58% 182 0.65% 
The Rein 10 0.58% 27 0.10% 
Whinmoor Park, Coal Road 10 0.58% 64 0.23% 
Churwell Park 8 0.46% 93 0.33% 
Dartmouth Park 8 0.46% 178 0.64% 
The Hollies 8 0.46% 710 2.54% 
Blenheim Square 7 0.41% 103 0.37% 
Chapel Allerton Park 7 0.41% 497 1.78% 
Hunslet Lake 7 0.41% 57 0.20% 
Hainsworth Park 5 0.29% 48 0.17% 
Harehills Park 5 0.29% 200 0.72% 
Micklefield Park, Rawdon 5 0.29% 162 0.58% 
Nunroyd Park, Guiseley 5 0.29% 212 0.76% 
Glebelands Rec, Ninelands Lane 4 0.23% 109 0.39% 
Kirk Lane Park 4 0.23% 64 0.23% 
 Ley Lane 4 0.23% 8 0.03% 
Tyersal Park 4 0.23% 6 0.02% 
Lovell Park 3 0.17% 115 0.41% 
Westroyd Park 3 0.17% 78 0.28% 
Barley Hill Park 2 0.12% 41 0.15% 
Cranmore Recreation Ground 2 0.12% 16 0.06% 
Guiseley Nethermoor Park 2 0.12% 127 0.45% 
Lewisham Park 2 0.12% 48 0.17% 
Scarth Gardens 2 0.12% 23 0.08% 
Tennant Hall POS 2 0.12% 15 0.05% 
Banstead Park 1 0.06% 54 0.19% 
Hartley Avenue Park 1 0.06% 12 0.04% 
Halton Dene - Primrose Valley 0 0.00% 92 0.33% 
Nowell Mount 0 0.00% 15 0.05% 
Penny Pocket Park 0 0.00% 27 0.10% 
Total 1730 100% 27921 100% 
Parks below LQP standard 494 29% 1952 7% 
3.2.3 Frequency of use of by park quality  
The survey asked how often respondents visited their main park in the summer. As 
Table 3.4 demonstrates, those who normally visited a park below LQP standards were 
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more likely to be high-frequency visitors than those who normally visited a park that 
meets these standards (61% and 49% respectively). On the one hand, this suggests 
that the quality of park does not adversely affect the level of park use in the summer 
when demand is high. On the other hand, it also supports and reinforces Leeds Parks & 
CountryVLGH6HUYLFH¶V target to ensure that all community parks are of LQP standards 
given that they can receive high use by some park-users, particularly during summer 
months. 
Table 3.4 How often do you visit your main park in the summer? 
Frequency of use 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Low-frequency visitors 35 11% 738 14% 
Medium-frequency visitors 84 28% 1898 37% 
High-frequency visitors 187 61% 2561 49% 
Total 306 100% 5197 100% 
High-frequency visitors = use their main park almost every day / once or twice per week 
Medium-frequency visitors = use their main park once every two weeks / once a month 
Low-frequency visitors = use their main park less than once a month / seldom  
3.2.4 Reasons for visiting by park quality 
The survey asked respondents to identify the top five reasons they visited their main 
park. As Table 3.9 shows, these reasons were similar across park-users irrespective of 
whether their park is below or meets LQP standards.  
Table 3.9 What are your main reasons for visiting your main park? 
Reasons for use 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
Rank 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Rank 
Get some fresh air 216 1 3662 1 
For a walk 179 2 3206 2 
Enjoy nature 127 3 2749 3 
Relax or think in peace and quiet 120 4 2113 4 
Walk the dog 89 5 Not in top five 
Family outing Not in top five 1283 5 
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3.2.5 Avoidance by park quality  
Table 3.5 shows similar levels of avoidance by park-users, irrespective of whether their 
main park is below or meets LQP standards.  
Table 3.5 Are there times of the day or week at which you avoid visiting your main park? 
Avoidance 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Never thought about it 85 28% 1526 29% 
No 141 46% 2309 44% 
Yes 82 27% 1385 27% 
Total 308 101%12 5220 100% 
3.2.6 Use of local parks by park quality 
The survey asked respondents to indicate if their main park was the closest park to 
where they live. Table 3.6 reveals that park-users who normally visited a park below 
LQP standards were more likely to select the park closest to where they live (84%) than 
park-users who normally visited a park that meets LQP standards (68%).  
Table 3.6 Is the park you most often use, the closest park to where you live? 
Closest park 
No. who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP standard 
No. who most 
often visit a 
park that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
No 48 16% 1691 32% 
Yes 261 84% 3530 68% 
Total 309 100% 5221 100% 
3.2.7 Mode and ease of travel to parks 
As Table 3.7 highlights, visitors to parks below LQP standards were much more likely to 
walk to get to their main park (71%) than visitors to parks that meet quality standards 
(48%). This may be because it was also more likely to be the closest park to where they 
live. Nevertheless, visitors to parks that meet LQP standard found it just as easy to 
travel to their park (see Table 3.8).  
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Table 3.7 How would you normally travel to your main park? 
Mode of travel 
No. who most 
often visit a 
park below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below LQP 
standard 
No. who most 
often visit a 
park that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Walk 223 71% 2540 48% 
Car 58 18% 2238 42% 
Bus 7 2% 176 3% 
Bicycle 6 2% 116 2% 
Motorcycle 0 0% 5 0% 
Left blank/Other 3 1% 23 0% 
Total 18 6% 183 3% 
Table 3.8 How easy is it for you to travel to your main park? 
Ease of travel 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standard 
Easy  246 79% 3986 76% 
Quite Easy 54 17% 1095 21% 
Quite Difficult 13 4% 136 3% 
Difficult  0 0% 31 1% 
Total 313 100% 5248 100% 
3.3 Experiences and expectations of parks by park quality 
This section presents findings relating to visitors to parks that either meet or fall below 
LQP standards rated: 
3.3.1 their experience of use 
3.3.2 their feelings of safety  
3.3.3 the current and expected condition of their main park 
3.3.4 the importance of spending time in their main park to their quality of life 
3.3.1 Experiences by park quality 
As Table 3.9 highlights, a lower proportion of visitors to parks below LQP standards 
rated the last visit to their park as µvery pleasant¶ (59%) compared with visitors to parks 
that meet LQP standards (79%). The former were also slightly more likely to rate the 
last visit to their park as somewhat unpleasant.  
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Table 3.9 How pleasant was your last experience visiting your main park? 
Pleasantness of experience 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Very pleasant 186 59% 4141 79% 
Somewhat pleasant 106 34% 959 18% 
Somewhat unpleasant 19 6% 136 3% 
Very unpleasant 2 1% 29 1% 
Total 313 100% 5265 100% 
3.3.2 Feelings of safety when visiting by park quality 
Table 3.10 shows that a lower proportion of visitors to parks below LQP standards felt 
µvery safe¶ (41%) compared with visitors to parks that meet these standards (58%). 
Table 3.10 How safe do you feel visiting your main park during the day? 
Feelings of safety - day 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Very safe 128 41% 3057 58% 
Fairly safe 141 45% 1792 34% 
Never thought about it 36 11% 327 6% 
Fairly unsafe 5 2% 51 1% 
Very unsafe 4 1% 9 0% 
Total 314 100% 5236 100% 
Table 3.11 reveals that the majority of park-users did not visit their park after dark, 
irrespective of whether they normally visited a park that is below or meets quality 
standards. In general, those people who did visit their main park after dark were more 
likely to say they felt fairly or very unsafe than fairly or very safe. 
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Table 3.11 How safe do you feel visiting your main park after dark? 
Feelings of safety ± after 
dark 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP standard 
No. who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Do not visit after dark 187 60% 3316 63% 
My park is not open  2 1% 71 1% 
Very safe 8 3% 141 3% 
Fairly safe 34 11% 544 10% 
Never thought about it 33 11% 459 9% 
Fairly unsafe 26 8% 445 8% 
Very unsafe 23 7% 267 5% 
Total 313 100% 5243 100% 
3.3.3 Condition of parks  
Unsurprisingly, Table 3.12 shows that a higher proportion of visitors to parks below LQP 
standards rated their park in µpoor¶ or µfair¶ condition (37%) compared with visitors to 
parks that meet quality standards (11%). However, some 63% of visitors to parks below 
LQP standards rated their main park in µgood¶ or µexcellent¶ condition compared with 
89% of visitors to parks that meet quality standards. This may be because park-users 
take into consideration certain aspects of the park condition when determining their 
responses to this question; they may not necessarily have considered all of the criteria 
identified in the LQP standard.  
Table 3.12 How do you rate the current condition of your main park? 
Current condition 
No. Park-
users who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% Park-users 
who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP standard 
No. Park-
users who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% Park-users 
who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Excellent 45 14% 1842 35% 
Good 155 49% 2832 54% 
Fair 84 27% 529 10% 
Poor 30 10% 73 1% 
Total 314 100% 5276 100% 
As Table 3.13 indicates, visitors to parks below LQP standards were less likely to 
expect the condition of their park to improve (18%) and were more likely to expect the 
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condition of their main park to decline (21%) than visitors to parks that meet quality 
standards (25% and 11% respectively). However, the most common expectation for 
both groups of respondents is that their park will remain in the same condition. This, of 
course, may mean something slightly different to each group.  
Table 3.13 In the next three years, how do you expect the condition of your main park to 
change? 
Expected change to 
condition 
No. who most 
often visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
No. who most 
often visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Improve 57 18% 1324 25% 
Remain the same 143 46% 2760 52% 
Decline 67 21% 600 11% 
I'm not sure 47 15% 590 11% 
Total 314 100% 5274 100% 
3.3.4 Importance of parks to quality of life  
The differential experiences of these two groups of respondents may partly inform and 
explain the quality of life ratings observed. While both groups expressed that spending 
time in their park is important to their own quality of life, Table 3.14 indicates that visitors 
to parks below LQP standards most commonly said that it was µIDLUO\LPSRUWDQW¶, while 
visitors to parks that meet quality standards most commonly said that it was µYHU\
LPSRUWDQW¶  
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Table 3.14 In terms of your own quality of life, how important is spending time in your main 
park? 
Importance to quality of life 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who most 
often visit a 
park below 
LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who most 
often visit a 
park that 
meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Essential 58 19% 1060 21% 
Very important 87 29% 1993 39% 
Fairly important 121 40% 1622 31% 
Not very important 33 11% 421 8% 
Not important at all 4 1% 59 1% 
Total 303 100% 5155 100% 
3.4 Overall satisfaction by park quality  
Table 3.15 shows that a much lower proportion of visitors to parks below LQP standards 
were µvery satisfied¶ with their park overall (15%) compared with visitors to parks that 
meet quality standards (45%). They were also more likely to be µvery dissatisfied¶ (10%).  
Table 3.15 How satisfied overall are you with your main park? 
Overall satisfaction 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
% who 
most often 
visit a park 
below LQP 
standard 
No. who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
% who 
most often 
visit a park 
that meets 
GF/LQP 
standards 
Very dissatisfied 30 10% 62 1% 
Dissatisfied 4 1% 22 0% 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 51 16% 351 7% 
Satisfied 182 58% 2477 47% 
Very satisfied 46 15% 2339 45% 
Total 313 100% 5251 100% 
3.5 Priorities for the future by park quality  
Table 3.16 shows park-user priorities in rank order. Visitors to parks below LQP 
standards and visitors to parks that meet quality standards shared some top priorities. 
These were to keep parks clean and to ensure they remain free to enter. Aside from 
these similarities, the former were more likely to prioritise crime and anti-social 
behaviour, personal safety and the condition of paths, gates and park infrastructure. 
Whereas, the latter were more likely to prioritise the maintenance of existing facilities, 
events and activities for local communities and accessibility for disabled people. 
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Table 3.16 What do you consider to be the three key priorities for your main park? 
Priorities 
Those who most 
often visit a park 
below LQP 
standards 
Those who most 
often visit a park 
that meets GF/LQP 
standards 
Keep the park clean  1 1 
Park remains free to enter 2 3 
Anti-social behaviour and crime 3 6 
Greater personal safety  4 10 
Condition of the paths etc. 5 8 
Dog waste 6 11 
Activities for children and young people  7 7 
Facilities kept open or improved (toilets, cafes) 8 2 
Events and activities  9 4 
User friendly for disabled people  10 5 
Flower planting 11 12 
Presence of park staff 12 9 
Sports facilities  13 13 
Encourage park use 14 14 
Historic features  15 517 
3.6 Summary  
The research highlights the importance of accessible, good quality parks and green 
spaces throughout the city. Our survey findings indicate that those public parks which 
meet quality standards are linked with enriched visitor experiences and well-being; 
people are more satisfied, feel safer and are more likely to say that spending time in 
parks is very important to their quality of life than people who usually visit a park that 
that was below these standards.  
In the current context of cuts to local authority park budgets, there is evident potential 
for these differential experiences to widen between those whose main park is, on the 
one hand, below LQP standard and, on the other hand, those for whom their main park 
meets or exceeds quality standards. Without significant efforts to counteract such a 
development, the formal quality of a park may come to inform and constitute park-XVHUV¶
experiences in ways that result in a bifurcated differentiation of parks.  
We recommend targeting available funds at parks in the city that do not yet reach LQP 
standards, yet we recognise that there are resourcing implications and other challenges. 
One important source of funding for parks and open spaces is provided under Section 
106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). Under this Act, 
developers may be required to contribute towards improvements to local open spaces 
as a result of new demands deriving from the development taking place. The report 
following the Communities and Local Government Select Committee inquiry into the 
future of public parks recommended that greater flexibility be made of this funding in 
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order to improve the quality of parks.13 Specifically, it recommended that local 
authorities be allowed to use Section 106 funds for revenue requirements, where 
currently these funds are limited to capital projects. Such an approach responds to the 
challenges by local authorities of on-going running costs required to maintain existing 
park facilities.  
Section 106 developer contributions are usually directed to improvements within close 
proximity to the development, to mitigate its effects. However, parks located in areas 
that lack housing development have limited scope for improvement from such planning 
gains. While the research did not explicitly consider how parks across the city are 
funded, it highlights a strong case for spreading the benefits from Section 106 
contributions beyond the immediate area where development is located, especially 
where this benefits lower quality parks in other parts of the city, thus helping to ensure 
that a quality park experience is available to all. The first step may be to improve the 
facilities at the busiest parks which below this standard. 
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4. COMMUNITY COMMITTEE AREAS 
Community committees are part of the Council¶V decision-making processes; their 
function is to operate as a forum to give local people a say over their community, 
including their local parks and green spaces. This chapter differentiates between and 
contrasts the experiences of park-users who selected a park located within each of the 
ten community committee areas.14 Throughout, it provides comparisons with the 
averages for all respondents. The chapter is organised into seven sections: 
4.1 Survey responses by community committee area 
4.2 Use of parks by community committee area 
4.3 Experiences and expectations of park-users by community committee area 
4.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by community committee area 
4.5 Priorities for the future of parks by community committee area 
4.6 Profile of park-users by community committee area 
4.7 Summary 
4.1 Survey responses by community committee area 
It is important to note that the quantity and quality of parks and green space provision 
varies by community committee area which is likely to explain at least some differences 
between them. Some committee areas also received a lower response, and findings for 
these areas should be treated as indicative of park-users views.15 As highlighted in 
Table 4.1, all major parks hold Green Flag status and, in 2016, 65% of community parks 
were assessed as meeting LQP standards. At the time of the survey, the pass rate 
ranged from 57% in North East Inner and West Inner to 100% in North East Inner.16   
Table 4.1 Park profile and survey responses by community committee 
Community 
committee 
No. of 
community 
parks 
Meet LQP 
standard in 
2016 
Major 
parks 
(GF) 
Total 
no. of 
parks 
Survey 
respondents 
who selected 
a park in this 
community 
committee 
East Inner  5 3 60% 0 5 88 
East Outer  7 4 57% 1 8 565 
North East Inner 4 4 100% 1 5 1819 
North East Outer  0 NA NA 1 1 410 
North West Inner  8 5 63% 0 8 428 
North West Outer 8 6 75% 1 9 591 
South Inner 5 3 60% 1 6 294 
South Outer 9 6 67% 0 9 371 
West Inner 7 4 57% 1 8 486 
West Outer  10 6 60% 1 11 467 
All Leeds parks 63 41 65% 7 70 5759 
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4.2 Use of parks by community committee area 
This section presents findings relating to the use of parks in each of the community 
committee areas and is organised into the following sub-sections: 
3.6.1 estimated total adult visits 
3.6.2 frequency of park use 
3.6.3 length of stay 
3.6.4 avoidance 
3.6.5 mode and ease of travel 
4.2.1 Total adult visits to parks by community committee area 
The methodology for estimating total adult visits can be applied to individual parks, and 
combined to provide a total for each of the community committee areas. However, since 
the methodology is based on extrapolating from the frequency with which a respondent 
visited their main park, some estimates are not reliable given the small number of 
respondents who selected particular parks. Individual park-based visitor estimates may 
not be reliable where they are calculated using a sample of respondents below 100. 
Table 4.2 provides estimates of total annual adult visits for parks located in each of the 
community committee areas using a coloured key to indicate the reliability of the 
estimate. Appendix D provides site-based estimates. Given the diverse profile of parks 
in each of the community committee areas, it is not appropriate to compare totals.  
Table 4.2 Estimated Annual Adult Visits by Community Committee 
Community 
committee 
Total Annual Adult Visits ± 
Community parks 
Total Annual Adult Visits ± 
all parks 
East Inner 1,096,403 1,096,403 
East Outer 1,202,163 3,554,524 
North East Inner 3,766,907 13,051,625 
North East Outer 1,755,117 1,755,117 
North West Inner 4,899,115 4,899,115 
North West Outer 4,204,388 4,826,873 
South Inner 1,382,308 2,411,649 
South Outer 3,289,096 3,289,096 
West Inner 3,515,609 4,657,186 
West Outer 4,756,892 5,135,621 
All Leeds parks 28,027,074 44,591,401 
KEY 
  100> responses ± estimates are reliable 
  20 - 99 responses ± estimates may be reliable 
  <19 responses ± estimates are not reliable 
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4.2.2 Frequency of park use by community committee area  
As Tables 4.3 and 4.4 show, East Outer, North East Inner, South Inner and North East 
Outer had a lower proportion of high-frequency visitors in the summer and the winter 
months, compared with all respondents. By contrast, East Inner and North West Inner 
had a higher proportion of high-frequency visitors in the summer and the winter months, 
compared with all respondents. 
Table 4.3 How often do you visit your main park in the summer? 
Community committee 
Summer 
High Medium Low 
No. % No. % No. % 
East Inner (n=88) 62 70% 19 22% 6 7% 
East Outer (n=565) 210 37% 230 41% 115 20% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 867 48% 661 36% 265 15% 
North East Outer (n=410) 110 27% 207 51% 90 22% 
North West Inner n=428) 274 64% 109 25% 38 9% 
North West Outer (n=591) 306 52% 208 35% 67 11% 
South Inner (n=294) 142 48% 103 35% 40 14% 
South Outer (n=371) 199 54% 125 34% 39 11% 
West Inner (n=486) 273 56% 145 30% 57 11% 
West Outer (n=467) 280 60% 142 30% 40 9% 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 2849 50% 2022 35% 795 14% 
Table 4.4 How often do you visit your main park in the winter? 
Community committee 
Winter 
High Medium Low 
No. % No. % No. % 
East Inner (n=88) 49 56% 15 17% 19 22% 
East Outer (n= 565) 144 26% 183 32% 223 40% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 488 32% 662 36% 548 30% 
North East Outer (n=410) 71 17% 173 42% 162 40% 
North West Inner (n=428) 202 47% 107 25% 113 56% 
North West Outer (n=591) 215 36% 226 22% 139 24% 
South Inner (n=294) 107 36% 92 31% 87 30% 
South Outer (n=371) 133 36% 122 33% 109 29% 
West Inner (n=486) 190 39% 158 33% 130 27% 
West Outer (n=467) 193 41% 155 33% 113 24% 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 1973 35% 1964 35% 1724 30% 
High-frequency visitors = use their main park almost every day / once or twice per week 
Medium-frequency visitors = use their main park once every two weeks / once a month 
Low-frequency visitors = use their main park less than once a month / seldom  
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4.2.3 Length of stay in parks by community committee area 
The survey asked how long respondents normally stayed in the summer months. As 
Table 4.5 shows, park-users normally stayed in their park for between 30 minutes and 2 
hours. A fifth of park-users in North West Inner reported visiting for less than 30 
minutes, which was higher than for other community committee areas and the average 
for all respondents.  
Table 4.5 How long do you normally stay in the summer? 
Community committee <30 Mins 
30mins-
1 hour 
1-2 
hours 
2-4 
hours 
4> 
hours 
East Inner (n=88) 13% 47% 26% 8% 2% 
East Outer (n= 565) 4% 25% 43% 23% 3% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 3% 22% 50% 21% 3% 
North East Outer (n=410) 1% 27% 53% 17% 1% 
North West Inner (n=428) 20% 37% 28% 11% 3% 
North West Outer (n=591) 9% 36% 42% 12% 1% 
South Inner (n=294) 10% 31% 39% 18% 2% 
South Outer (n=371) 12% 42% 35% 8% 2% 
West Inner (n=486) 15% 41% 32% 9% 2% 
West Outer (n=467) 15% 43% 30% 10% 1% 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 8% 31% 41% 16% 2% 
4.2.4 Avoidance of parks by community committee area 
The survey asked if visitors avoided their main park at certain times of the day or week. 
As highlighted in Table 4.6, park-users in East Inner, North West Inner, South Inner and 
West Inner were more likely to say that they had avoided their park at certain times of 
the day or week, compared with all respondents.  
Table 4.6 Are there any times of the day or week in which you avoid visiting your main park? 
Community committee Avoid % 
East Inner (n=88) 34% 
East Outer (n= 565) 22% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 26% 
North East Outer (n=410) 26% 
North West Inner (n=428) 39% 
North West Outer (n=591) 18% 
South Inner (n=294) 35% 
South Outer (n=371) 19% 
West Inner (n=486) 32% 
West Outer (n=467) 24% 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 26% 
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4.2.5 Mode and ease of travel by community committee area 
In Leeds, park-users generally walk (50%) or drive (40%) to their main park. Table 4.7 
shows variation in how park-users normally travel to parks in each of the community 
committee areas. A higher proportion of park-users walked to their park in Inner Areas 
(65%) compared with Outer Areas (45%). A higher proportion of park-users drove rather 
than walked to their park in East Outer, North East Outer and North East Inner. 
Table 4.7 How would you normally travel to your main park? 
Community committee Walk % Car % 
East Inner (n=88) 78% 9% 
East Outer (n= 565) 38% 52% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 41% 48% 
North East Outer (n=410) 13% 78% 
North West Inner (n=428) 78% 14% 
North West Outer (n=591) 52% 42% 
South Inner (n=294) 56% 30% 
South Outer (n=371) 55% 35% 
West Inner (n=486) 71% 20% 
West Outer (n=467) 66% 25% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 50% 40% 
Inner Areas 65% 24% 
Outer Areas 45% 46% 
Most Leeds park-users (96%) found it easy or quite easy to get to their park. As Table 
4.8 demonstrates, there was little difference between park-users in each of the 
community committee areas. Park-users in East Inner were most likely to say their main 
park is easy to get to. 
Table 4.8 How easy is it for you to travel to your main park? 
Community committee 
Ease of travel 
Easy % Quite easy % Quite difficult % Difficult % 
East Inner (n=88) 86% 10% 1% 1% 
East Outer (n= 565) 72% 24% 3% 1% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 72% 23% 4% 1% 
North East Outer (n=410) 72% 25% 2% 0% 
North West Inner (n=428) 79% 19% 1% 1% 
North West Outer (n=591) 78% 19% 3% 0% 
South Inner (n=294) 76% 19% 3% 0% 
South Outer (n=371) 77% 19% 3% 1% 
West Inner (n=486) 82% 16% 1% 0% 
West Outer (n=467) 82% 14% 2% 1% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 76% 20% 3% 1% 
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4.3 Experiences and expectations by community committee area 
This section presents findings relating to how park-users in each of the community 
committee areas rated: 
4.3.1 their experience of use 
4.3.2 their feelings of safety  
4.3.3 the current and expected condition of their main park 
4.3.4 the importance of spending time in their main park to their quality of life 
4.3.1 Pleasantness of experience by community committee area 
The survey asked respondents to rate the last to their park in terms of its pleasantness. 
In Leeds, 77% of park-users rated the last visit to their main park as µvery pleasant¶. As 
revealed in Table 4.9, there was variation in experiences of park-users by community 
committee area. Park-users in East Inner were much less likely to rate the last visit to 
their park as very pleasant (52%). They were also slightly more likely to rate the last 
visit to their park as somewhat or very unpleasant (15%). By contrast, park-users in 
North East Inner and North East Outer were most likely to report very pleasant 
experiences (85% and 90% respectively).  
Table 4.9 How pleasant was your last experience visiting your main park? 
Community committee 
Last visit 
Very pleasant 
% 
Somewhat 
pleasant 
% 
Somewhat 
unpleasant 
% 
Very 
unpleasant 
% 
East Inner (n=88) 52% 33% 10% 5% 
East Outer (n= 565) 77% 19% 3% 1% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 85% 13% 2% 0% 
North East Outer (n=410) 90% 9% 1% 0% 
North West Inner (n=428) 70% 28% 2% 0% 
North West Outer (n=591) 76% 20% 3% 1% 
South Inner (n=294) 65% 26% 7% 1% 
South Outer (n=371) 71% 25% 3% 1% 
West Inner (n=486) 67% 28% 3% 0% 
West Outer (n=467) 72% 24% 4% 0% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 77% 19% 3% 1% 
4.3.2 Feelings of safety visiting parks by community committee 
area 
The survey asked respondents to rate their feelings of safety when visiting their main 
park in the daytime. In Leeds, 91% of park-users felt either µvery safe¶ RUµIDLUO\VDIH¶ 
visiting their main park. Park-users in East Inner and South Inner were much less likely 
to report feeling µvery safe¶ (20% and 32% respectively), compared with the average for 
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all respondents (57%). They were also slightly more likely to say they felt fairly or very 
unsafe (8% and 5% respectively) compared with all respondents (1%).  
Table 4.10 How safe do you feel visiting your main park during the day? 
Community committee 
Safety ± day 
Very safe 
% 
Fairly 
safe 
% 
Never 
thought 
about it 
% 
Fairly 
unsafe 
% 
Very 
unsafe 
% 
East Inner (n=88) 20% 58% 14% 7% 1% 
East Outer (n= 565) 55% 33% 9% 1% 0% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 59% 34% 5% 1% 0% 
North East Outer (n=410) 65% 29% 6% 0 0 
North West Inner (n=428) 57% 38% 4% 1% 0 
North West Outer (n=591) 68% 27% 4% 0 0 
South Inner (n=294) 32% 53% 9% 4% 1% 
South Outer (n=371) 53% 36% 9% 1% 0% 
West Inner (n=486) 50% 39% 7% 2% 0% 
West Outer (n=467) 58% 31% 9% 1% 0% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 57% 34% 6% 1% 0% 
4.3.3 Condition of parks by community committee area 
Some 33% of Leeds park-users rated their main park in µexcellent¶ condition. As 
revealed by Table 4.11, parks-users in East Inner, North West Inner South Inner and 
West Inner were least likely to rate their park in excellent condition, compared to the 
average for all respondents. These park-users were also more likely to rate their park in 
fair or poor condition.  
Table 4.11 How do you rate the current condition of your main park? 
Community committee 
Condition 
Excellent 
% 
Good 
% 
Fair 
% 
Poor 
% 
East Inner (n=88) 8% 51% 30% 11% 
East Outer (n= 565) 40% 49% 10% 1% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 41% 52% 7% 0% 
North East Outer (n=410) 49% 47% 4% 0% 
North West Inner (n=428) 18% 59% 18% 4% 
North West Outer (n=591) 28% 59% 11% 2% 
South Inner (n=294) 24% 55% 15% 5% 
South Outer (n=371) 26% 59% 13% 2% 
West Inner (n=486) 22% 56% 18% 4% 
West Outer (n=467) 31% 52% 14% 2% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 33% 53% 11% 2% 
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Leeds park-users generally expected that their park condition would µUHPDLQ the same¶ 
over the next three years (52%). As Table 4.12 indicates, park-users in East Inner were 
the least optimistic, with 18% of visitors expecting decline compared with the 12% 
average for all respondents. Park-users in South Inner were most optimistic about the 
condition of their park improving (35%), compared to the 25% average for all 
respondents.  
Table 4.12 In the next three years, how do you expect the condition of your main park to 
change? 
Community committee 
Park-User Expectations 
Improve 
% 
Remain the 
same 
% 
Decline 
% 
Not sure 
% 
East Inner (n=88) 25% 35% 18% 22% 
East Outer (n= 565) 23% 57% 9% 11% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 24% 53% 13% 10% 
North East Outer (n=410) 30% 54% 7% 9% 
North West Inner (n=428) 22% 49% 16% 12% 
North West Outer (n=591) 26% 51% 11% 12% 
South Inner (n=294) 35% 41% 10% 14% 
South Outer (n=371) 23% 49% 14% 13% 
West Inner (n=486) 20% 53% 14% 12% 
West Outer (n=467) 22% 55% 11% 12% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 25% 52% 12% 11% 
4.3.4 Importance of parks to quality of life by community 
committee area 
In Leeds, 57% of park-users said that spending time in their park was either µvery 
important¶ or µessential¶ to their own quality of life DQGDIXUWKHUUDWHGLWDVµIDLUO\
LPSRUWDQW¶. As demonstrated in Table 4.13 there was some variation by community 
committee area. Despite the differential experiences of park-users in East Inner, they 
are just as likely to rate spending time in their park as important to their own quality of 
life (see Table 4.13).  
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Table 4.13 In terms of your own quality of life, how important is spending time in your main 
park? 
Community committee 
Importance to Own Quality of Life 
Essential 
% 
Very 
important 
% 
Fairly 
important 
% 
Not (very) 
important 
% 
East Inner (n=88) 24% 27% 36% 8% 
East Outer (n= 565) 15% 36% 35% 11% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 23% 41% 27% 8% 
North East Outer (n=410) 15% 34% 36% 12% 
North West Inner (n=428) 22% 33% 31% 14% 
North West Outer (n=591) 22% 39% 30% 6% 
South Inner (n=294) 17% 36% 32% 12% 
South Outer (n=371) 18% 36% 34% 9% 
West Inner (n=486) 24% 32% 34% 1% 
West Outer (n=467) 16% 37% 36% 10% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 20% 37% 31% 9% 
4.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by community committee area 
As shown in Table 4.14, user-satisfaction varied between community committee areas, 
from 9% very satisfied in East Inner to 62% in North East Outer. While major parks 
located in some community committee areas may skew these findings, Table 4.15 
shows that user-satisfaction with community parks also varied between community 
committee areas, from 9% very satisfied in East Inner to 49% in North East Inner. 
Table 4.14 What is your overall impression of your main park? 
Community  
committee 
Satisfaction of All Parks 
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East Inner (n=88) 9% 55% 26% 6% 2% 
East Outer (n= 565) 42% 48% 7% 1% 1% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 53% 41% 4% 1% 0% 
North East Outer (n=410) 62% 36% 2% 1% 0% 
North West Inner (n=428) 28% 57% 10% 3% 1% 
North West Outer (n=591) 41% 51% 6% 1% 0% 
South Inner (n=294) 32% 50% 13% 3% 1% 
South Outer (n=371) 29% 57% 11% 2% 1% 
West Inner (n=486) 31% 53% 12% 3% 1% 
West Outer (n=467) 35% 52% 9% 3% 0% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 42% 48% 7% 2% 1% 
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Table 4.15 What is your overall impression of your main park? 
Community committee 
Satisfaction of Community Parks 
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East Inner (n=88) 9% 55% 26% 6% 2% 
East Outer (n= 565) 11% 61% 25% 2% 1% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 49% 44% 5% 1% 0% 
North East Outer (n=410) NA NA NA NA NA 
North West Inner (n=428) 28% 57% 10% 3% 1% 
North West Outer (n=591) 37% 54% 7% 1% 0% 
South Inner (n=294) 18% 53% 20% 6% 3% 
South Outer (n=371) 29% 57% 11% 2% 1% 
West Inner (n=486) 21% 58% 15% 4% 1% 
West Outer (n=467) 35% 52% 9% 3% 0% 
All Leeds parks (n=5595) 42% 48% 7% 2% 1% 
Community parks (n=2761) 31% 54% 11% 3% 1% 
4.5 Priorities for parks by community committee area 
Table 4.16 What do you consider to be the three key priorities for your main park? 
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Keep the park clean  1 3 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 
Keep open/improve facilities  8 1 1 1 5 2 1 2 3 2 2 
Remains free to enter 11 2 3 3 2 3 5 3 2 3 3 
Events/activities for the local community 10 4 4 14 8 4 4 4 4 6 4 
Tackle anti-social behaviour and crime 2 6 10 10 6 9 3 6 5 4 5 
User friendly for disabled people  5 5 6 4 13 7 8 8 13 8 6 
Activities for children and young people 12 7 8 9 12 6 9 5 8 5 7 
Improve the condition of the paths etc.  9 12 7 6 4 8 11 10 7 10 8 
Greater personal safety  3 10 9 11 3 10 6 9 6 9 9 
Dog waste 4 9 12 5 10 5 10 7 9 7 10 
Increase the presence of park staff 7 8 5 7 9 11 7 12 12 11 11 
Plant more flowers  6 13 13 8 7 12 12 11 10 12 12 
Protect or restore historic features 15 11 11 13 15 13 15 15 11 14 13 
Sports facilities  13 14 15 15 11 14 14 13 15 13 14 
Encourage more use  14 15 14 12 14 15 13 14 14 15 15 
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As Table 4.16 above reveals, visitor priorities for parks in each community committee 
area varied. Presented in rank order, the top three priorities for all Leeds parks ± to 
keep parks clean, to maintain or improve existing facilities and to ensure parks remain 
free to enter - are the same for most community committee areas except East Inner, 
North West Inner and South Inner.  In these community committee areas, anti-social 
behaviour, crime and personal safety were thought to be higher priorities.  
4.6 Park-user profile by community committee area 
There was some variation in the profile of visitors to parks located in each of the 
community committee areas. Tables 3-6 give a breakdown of the profile park-users by 
age group, disability and student-status. 
Table 4.17 indicates that community committee areas vary in their proportion of park-
users by age group, when compared with the average for all Leeds parks. Those 
shaded pink are above the Leeds average. Inner Areas generally have a higher 
proportion of park-users below the age of 44 while Outer Areas generally have a slightly 
higher proportion of park-users above the age of 55.  
Table 4.7 Which of the following best describes your age? 
Community committee 
19
-
24
 
25
-
34
 
35
-
44
 
45
-
54
 
55
-
64
 
65
-
74
 
>
75
 
To
ta
l 
East Inner (n=88) 5% 11% 22% 20% 15% 20% 7% 100% 
East Outer (n= 565) 1% 8% 16% 18% 22% 23% 11% 100% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 2% 13% 20% 18% 21% 18% 6% 100% 
North East Outer (n=410) 1% 9% 12% 12% 23% 30% 13% 100% 
North West Inner (n=428) 21% 24% 16% 15% 14% 7% 2% 100% 
North West Outer (n=591) 1% 9% 18% 19% 22% 22% 9% 100% 
South Inner (n=294) 2% 12% 16% 20% 22% 16% 10% 100% 
South Outer (n=371) 1% 10% 19% 17% 18% 22% 13% 100% 
West Inner (n=486) 4% 19% 21% 16% 18% 16% 5% 100% 
West Outer (n=467) 1% 12% 16% 18% 18% 21% 13% 100% 
All Leeds parks (n=5759) 3% 13% 18% 18% 20% 19% 8% 100% 
Inner Areas (n=3115) 7% 16% 19% 18% 18% 15% 6% 100% 
Outer Areas (n=2404) 1% 10% 16% 17% 21% 24% 12% 100% 
Table 4.18 below indicates, East Inner, South Inner and South Outer had a slightly 
higher proportion of disabled park-users when compared with the average for Leeds 
parks. 
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Table 4.18 Do you have a disability that affects your access to or use of parks? 
Community committee Disabled park-users % 
East Inner (n=88) 9% 
East Outer (n= 565) 6% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 7% 
North East Outer (n=410) 8% 
North West Inner (n=428) 5% 
North West Outer (n=591) 5% 
South Inner (n=294) 11% 
South Outer (n=371) 10% 
West Inner (n=486) 5% 
West Outer (n=467) 7% 
All Leeds parks (n=388) 7% 
Table 4.19 indicates that North West Inner and West Inner had a higher proportion of 
student park-users, when compared with the average for Leeds parks. 
Table 4.19 Are you a student in further or higher education? 
Community committee Student park-users % 
East Inner (n=88) 3% 
East Outer (n= 565) 3% 
North East Inner (n=1819) 5% 
North East Outer (n=410) 2% 
North West Inner (n=428) 29% 
North West Outer (n=591) 2% 
South Inner (n=294) 5% 
South Outer (n=371) 4% 
West Inner (n=486) 9% 
West Outer (n=467) 1% 
All Leeds parks (n=343) 6% 
4.7 Summary 
7KHYDULDWLRQVREVHUYHGLQUHODWLRQWRSHRSOH¶VYLHZVRIWKHLUYLVLWVWRSDUNVIHHOLQJVRI
safety, avoidance, ratings of park condition and expectations for the future, taken 
together, suggest that park-users have a differential experience of parks across the city. 
We recommend that LCC further investigate why there are disparities in park-XVHUV¶
experiences of parks across community committee areas, which may not simply be 
about the profile and quality of parks in each area, with a view to taking any actions that 
would reduce these disparities.  
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PART TWO: PARK-USER 
PROFILES 
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5. AGE GROUP 
This chapter provides an analysis of the survey findings with regard to age group. Due 
to a limited response from young people aged 18 and below, the analysis presented in 
differentiates between and contrasts the experiences of park-users aged 19 and over. 
The chapter is organised into six sections: 
5.1 Survey respondents by age group 
5.2 Use and non-use of parks by age group 
5.3 Experiences and expectations of park-users by age group 
5.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by age group 
5.5 Priorities for the future of parks by age group 
5.6 Summary 
5.1 Survey respondents by age group 
The survey asked respondents to identify their age group. Table 5.1 shows the 
percentage of survey respondents in each age group compared with the percentage of 
Leeds population based on mid-year estimates from 2016.17 The majority of survey 
respondents were aged 35±74.  
Table 5.1 Which of the following categories best describes your age? 
Age group No. Survey responses by age group 
% Survey responses 
by age group 
% of Leeds population 
(mid-year estimates, 
2016) 
Left blank 77 N/A N/A 
0±11 0 N/A 15% 
12±18 66 1% 7% 
19±24 199 3% 12% 
25±34 759 12% 15% 
35±44 1071 17% 13% 
45±54 1105 17% 13% 
55±64 1261 20% 10% 
65±74 1237 19% 8% 
75> 657 10% 7% 
Total 6432 100% 100% 
 
5.2. Use and non-use of parks by age group 
This section presents findings relating to use and non-use of parks by people of 
different age groups and is organised into the following sub-sections: 
5.2.1 non-use  
5.2.2 average number of parks visited  
5.2.3 range of parks visited  
5.2.4 most visited parks  
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5.2.5 frequency of park use  
5.2.6 reasons for using parks  
5.2.7 avoidance of parks  
5.2.8 use of local park  
5.2.9 mode and ease of travel to parks  
5.2.1 Non-use of parks by age group 
The survey reveals that people of certain groups use parks less. Table 5.2 shows that 
people aged over 75 were significantly less likely to have visited a park in the preceding 
year. It is notable that 77% of people aged over 75 had visited a park, much lower than 
the average of 91% for all respondents. By contrast, nearly all people aged 25±44 had 
visited a park in the preceding year.  
 
Table 5.2 Have you visited a park in Leeds in the past year? 
Age group No. Survey responses by age group No. Never visit % Never visit 
19±24 196 18 9% 
25±34 755 24 3% 
35±44 1070 18 2% 
45±54 1089 75 7% 
55±64 1253 95 8% 
65±74 1226 112 9% 
75> 651 151 23% 
5.2.2 Average number of parks visited by age group 
The survey asked respondents to identify all of the parks in the city that they had visited, 
at least once, in the preceding year. Table 5.3 shows that, on average, park-users aged 
19±24 and those aged over 75 visited fewer parks than people in other age groups. By 
contrast, park-users aged 25±44 visited more parks, on average, than other age groups.  
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Table 5.3 Average number of parks visited in the preceding year 
Age group Parks visited 
19±24 3.73 
25±34 5.37 
35±44 5.83 
45±54 4.95 
55±64 4.79 
65±74 4.59 
75> 3.38 
5.2.3 Range of parks visited across the city by age group 
Table 5.4 identifies the top ten parks visited by park-users of different age groups in 
rank order. There was much similarity in the most popular parks visited across age 
groups (shaded pink). Nevertheless, there were some parks that were more commonly 
selected by either older age groups or young adults. This may relate to what 
features/facilities are available within the park. Those that were not in the top ten for 
each age group are shaded blue. 
Table 5.4 Which parks in Leeds have you visited in the past year?  
Park 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Roundhay Park 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Woodhouse Moor  1 2 5 5 5 8 
 
Pudsey Park 
 
10 10 10 9 5 
Middleton Park 
 
9 
Meanwood Park 5 6 6 7 7 6 
 Kirkstall Abbey 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 
Horsforth Hall Park 10 8 8 8 
 
10 6 
Temple Newsam  7 5 4 3 3 3 3 
Golden Acre Park 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 
Burley Park 6 
 Chevin Forest Park 8 7 7 6 6 5 8 
Becketts Park 9 9 
 The Hollies 
 
9 
 Lotherton 
 
10 9 9 8 7 7 
Tarnfield Park 
 
10 
5.2.4 Most visited parks in the city by age group 
The survey asked respondents to identify their main park. Table 5.5 shows the parks 
selected by over 5% of respondents. Roundhay Park was selected by around a quarter 
of park-users in all age groups, except 19±24s (13%). Rather, Woodhouse Moor was 
selected by nearly half of those aged 19±24 (48%).  
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Table 5.5 What park do you use most often? 
Park 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Roundhay Park 13% 24% 26% 26% 27% 27% 24% 
Woodhouse Moor  48% 11%           
Pudsey Park           5% 6% 
Meanwood Park 6% 6% 7% 5%       
Kirkstall Abbey   5%           
Horsforth Hall Park     5%       5% 
Temple Newsam    5% 7% 8% 8% 10% 10% 
Golden Acre Park   5% 5% 5% 8% 11% 11% 
5.2.4 Frequency of park use by age group 
The survey asked how often respondents visited their main park in the summer months. 
As Table 5.6 shows, around half of park-users aged 19±64 were high-frequency visitors, 
visiting their main park at least once a week. Over a third of park-users in all age groups 
were medium-frequency visitors, visiting their main park at least once a month but not 
more than once per fortnight. Over 75s were more likely than other age groups to be 
low-frequency visitors (22%), visiting their main park less than once a month.  
Table 5.6 How often do you visit your main park in the summer? 
Frequency of use 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 >75 
Low-frequency visitors 12% 12% 10% 14% 15% 15% 22% 
Medium-frequency visitors 38% 39% 34% 34% 34% 39% 36% 
High-frequency visitors 50% 49% 56% 52% 51% 46% 42% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
High-frequency visitors = use their main park almost every day / once or twice per week 
Medium-frequency visitors = use their main park once every two weeks / once a month 
Low-frequency visitors = use their main park less than once a month / seldom  
5.2.5 Reasons for visiting by age group 
Table 5.7 shows that there were common reasons for visiting parks across age groups, 
including to get some fresh air, to go for a walk, to enjoy nature and to relax or think in 
peace and quiet. Aside from these, there were some differences in reasons for visiting 
parks. Exercise was more popular for park-users aged under 54. Family outings and 
FKLOGUHQ¶VSOD\ZDVPRUHSRSXODUIRUWKRVHDJHG±44. Visiting a park café was more 
popular for those aged over 55. Visiting parks to meet friends and socialise was more 
popular for those aged 19±34. Visiting parks to walk the dog was more popular for those 
aged 45±64. 
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Table 5.7 Why do you visit your main park? 
Reasons for use 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
 Get some fresh air 16% 15% 14% 16% 17% 17% 17% 
 For a walk 13% 13% 11% 13% 15% 16% 16% 
 Enjoy nature  8% 10% 10% 11% 14% 13% 13% 
 Relax/think in peace 11% 8% 7% 10% 11% 9% 10% 
 Family outing 
 
6% 9% 5% 
   
 Visit the children's play area 
 
6% 10% 5% 
 
5% 
 
 Exercise 8% 6% 7% 6% 
   
 Visit cafe/restaurant 
    
5% 6% 8% 
 Walk the dog 
   
7% 6% 
  
 Meet friends & socialise 9% 6% 
     Note: reasons selected by 5% or more park-users in each age group 
5.2.6 Avoidance by age group 
Table 5.8 shows that generally avoidance of parks at certain times of the day or week 
decreased with age. Those over 75 were least likely to say they had avoided their main 
park at certain times (19%). By contrast, some 47% of 19±24 year olds avoided their 
main park at certain times.  
Table 5.8 Are there times of the day or week in which you avoid visiting your main park? 
Avoidance 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Never thought about it 28% 36% 33% 29% 27% 24% 28% 
No 25% 37% 42% 42% 47% 51% 53% 
Yes 47% 27% 25% 29% 26% 25% 19% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5.2.7 Use of local parks by age group 
The survey asked respondents to identify if their main park was the closest park to 
where they live. Table 5.9 shows that park-users aged over 75  were most likely to 
select their local park as their main park (75%) while park-users aged 25±34 were least 
likely to do so (60%). 
Table 5.9 Is the park you most often use, the closest park to where you live? 
Age group % No % Yes Total 
19 ± 24 31% 69% 100% 
25 ± 34 40% 60% 100% 
35 ± 44 34% 66% 100% 
45 ± 54 32% 68% 100% 
55 ± 64 29% 71% 100% 
65 ± 74 26% 74% 100% 
75> 25% 75% 100% 
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5.2.8 Mode and ease of travel to their main park by age group 
Table 5.10 reveals differences by age between how park-users normally travelled to 
their park. While park-users aged 19±24 were most likely to walk (70%), park-users 
aged over 75 were most likely to travel by car (49%). Indeed, walking to parks 
decreased with age while travelling by car increased with age. This is especially striking 
when considered alongside data on local park use in Table 5.9. In addition, 19±24 year 
olds were also more likely to say they travel to their park by bus. 
Table 5.10 How do you normally travel to your main park? 
Mode of travel 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Car 16% 34% 41% 41% 42% 43% 49% 
Walk 70% 55% 50% 50% 50% 48% 39% 
Bicycle 3% 3% 3% 3% 1% 1% 1% 
Bus 7% 4% 2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 
Wheelchair / 
mobility vehicle     
1% 0.5% 2% 
Left blank / other 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3.5% 5% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
While the majority of park-users of all ages thought it was easy to travel to their main 
park, Table 5.11 shows that over 75s were slightly more likely to say it was quite difficult 
or difficult (8%).  
Table 5.11 How easy is it for you to travel to your main park? 
Ease of travel 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Easy  75% 74% 76% 78% 79% 78% 70% 
Quite Easy 22% 22% 21% 19% 18% 20% 22% 
Quite Difficult 2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 6% 
Difficult  1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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5.3 Experiences and expectations of park-users by age 
This section presents findings relating to how park-users of different age groups rated: 
5.3.1 their experience of use  
5.3.2 their feelings of safety  
5.3.3 the current condition of their main park 
5.3.4 the importance of spending time in their main park to their quality of life 
5.3.1 Experience of visiting their main park by age group 
Table 5.12 shows that the majority of park-users of all ages rated the last visit to their 
SDUNDVµYHU\SOHDVDQW¶9HU\SOHDVDQWH[SHULHQFHVof parks increased with age, from 
61% for 19±24s to 82% for over 75s.  
Table 5.12 How pleasant was your last visit to your main park? 
Experience of last visit 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Very pleasant 61% 72% 72% 76% 81% 82% 82% 
Somewhat pleasant 36% 26% 25% 20% 15% 15% 12% 
Somewhat unpleasant 1% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 5% 
Very unpleasant 2% 
  
1% 1% 
 
1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5.3.2 Feelings of safety during the daytime by age group 
Table 5.13 reveals that the majority of park-users in all age groups, except 19±24s, said 
they felt very safe visiting their park during the daytime. Park-users aged 19±24 were 
most likely to say they felt fairly safe rather than very safe.  
Table 5.13 How safe do you feel visiting your main park during the day? 
Feelings of safety 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Very safe 42% 58% 57% 57% 61% 58% 54% 
Fairly safe 48% 35% 36% 35% 33% 33% 35% 
Never thought about it 7% 5% 6% 7% 5% 8% 10% 
Fairly unsafe 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 
Very unsafe 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5.3.3 Feelings of safety after dark by age group 
Table 5.14 shows that, generally, park use after dark decreased with age. Park-users 
aged over 75 were most likely to say that they had not visited after dark (80%) while 
park-users aged 19±24 were least likely (36%). Yet, 38% of 19±24 year olds reported 
feeling unsafe or very unsafe using their park after dark.  
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Table 5.14 How safe do you feel visiting your main park after dark? 
Feelings of safety after dark 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
I do not visit my park after dark 36% 53% 61% 57% 63% 73% 80% 
My park is not open after dark 
 
1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 
Very safe 2% 3% 3% 4% 3% 2% 1% 
Safe 12% 13% 13% 14% 11% 6% 3% 
Never thought about it 12% 12% 8% 9% 8% 8% 7% 
Unsafe 19% 11% 9% 9% 8% 5% 5% 
Very unsafe 19% 7% 4% 5% 5% 4% 2% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5.3.4 Condition of park by age group 
While the majority of park-users of different ages thought their park was in good 
condition, Table 5.15 shows that park-users aged 19±24 were less likely to say their 
park was in excellent condition and slightly more likely than other age groups to say that 
their park was in fair condition.  
Table 5.15 How do you rate the current condition of your main park? 
Current condition 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Excellent 24% 36% 33% 31% 33% 33% 37% 
Good 57% 51% 51% 54% 54% 54% 55% 
Fair 16% 10% 13% 13% 11% 11% 7% 
Poor 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5.3.5 Importance of parks to quality of life by age group 
Table 5.16 shows that park-users aged 19±24 and those aged over 75s were most 
likely to say that spending time in their main park was µfairly important¶ to their own 
quality of life compared with park-users in other age groups who were more likely to say 
WKDWLWZDVµYHU\LPSRUWDQW¶. The former age groups were also more like to say that 
spending time in their park waVµQRWYHU\LPSRUWDQW¶to their quality of life compared with 
other age groups.  
Table 5.16 In terms of your quality of life, how important is spending time in your main park? 
Importance to 
quality of life 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Essential 12% 22% 27% 24% 22% 14% 8% 
Very important 28% 34% 40% 38% 38% 40% 37% 
Fairly important 41% 33% 26% 30% 31% 35% 40% 
Not very important 18% 10% 6% 7% 7% 10% 13% 
Not important at all 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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5.4 Overall satisfaction by age group 
The survey asked respondents to rate their overall satisfaction with their park. Table 
5.17 shows that dissatisfaction with parks was low across all age groups. The majority 
of park-users were satisfied or very satisfied with their park.  
Table 5.17 How satisfied overall are you with your main park? 
Overall satisfaction 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Very dissatisfied 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
Dissatisfied 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 11% 8% 7% 8% 7% 7% 8% 
Satisfied 52% 48% 48% 47% 46% 49% 49% 
Very satisfied 34% 41% 42% 42% 45% 42% 41% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
5.5 Priorities for parks by age group 
Table 5.18 shows that park-users of different ages agreed upon similar top priorities for 
parks. All park-users said that the top priorities should be to keep parks clean and to 
maintain or improve existing facilities. People in most age groups also agreed that parks 
should remain free to enter as a priority. However, the second highest priority for young 
adults aged 19±24 was greater personal safety. Indeed, the prioritisation of personal 
safety was greater for younger adults. This may relate to the times and contexts in 
which park-users of different ages visited their park. Over 75s were more likely to 
prioritise accessibility for disabled people, highlighting linkages between older age and 
disability. By contrast, those aged 25±44 were more likely to prioritise activities for 
children and young people. 
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Table 5.18 What do you consider to be the three key priorities for your main park? 
Priorities 19±24 25±34 35±44 45±54 55±64 65±74 >75 
Keep the park clean 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 
Greater personal safety 2 5 8 6 10 12 14 
Park remains free to enter 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 
Facilities kept open or improved 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 
Condition of the paths etc. 8 7 9 8 7 9 7 
ASB and crime 6 8 7 5 6 8 8 
Events and activities 4 4 5 4 4 6 5 
Flower planting  7 9 11 13 12 11 10 
Presence of park staff 11 13 12 11 8 5 6 
User friendly for disabled people 9 15 13 9 5 4 4 
Encourage greater use 14 14 15 14 14 14 13 
Sports facilities 10 11 10 15 15 15 15 
Activities for children and young people 12 6 4 7 13 10 11 
Dog waste 13 10 6 10 9 7 9 
Historic features 15 12 14 12 11 13 12 
5.6 Summary 
In general, people of different ages visited parks for broadly similar reasons, yet the 
survey findings show variations in the use and experiences of parks by age group. We 
recommend when developing park policy and practice that LCC take into consideration 
the usage, experience and views amongst different groups of park-users in ways that 
seek to meet specific needs and address disparities in experiences.  
The findings of the survey indicate a need to better understand the personal and social 
barriers, experienced by older people, to the full enjoyment and use of parks and for the 
need to make improvements in this regard. Moreover, to ensure universal access to 
safe and inclusive parks and to better meet the needs of young adult park-users aged 
19-24, we recommend reflecting on the survey indicators which, taken together, suggest 
that these park-users are slightly less likely to feel safe using their park.  
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6. DISABILITY 
Around 11 million adults and 770,000 children in the UK (approximately 18% of the 
population) have a long-term health problem or disability that limits their everyday 
activities.18 Day-to-day experiences and barriers to social inclusion, work opportunities, 
services, facilities and products for people with disabilities can vary significantly.19  
According to the 2011 Census,20 over 125,000 people in Leeds (17% of the total 
population), living in a quarter of all households, have a long-term illness or disability. 
The likelihood of experiencing forms of limiting health problems or disability rises with 
age.21 Women and people from a white ethnic group are more likely to have a limiting 
health problem or disability.22 In terms of the impact that illness or disability has on day-
to-day activities, 8% of the total Leeds population feel that they are limited a lot and 9% 
feel they are limited a little.23  
This chapter provides an analysis of the survey findings with regard to the use and 
experiences of parks by people with a disability. The analysis presented differentiates 
between and contrasts the experiences of disabled and non-disabled people. The 
chapter is organised into six sections: 
6.1 Survey respondents with a disability 
6.2 Use and non-use of parks by disabled people 
6.3 Experiences and expectations of disabled park-users 
6.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by disabled park-users 
6.5 Priorities for the future of parks by disabled park-users 
6.6 Summary 
6.1 Survey respondents with a disability 
There were 6,332 adult responses to the 2016 survey. Of these, 8% of respondents 
(n=536) considered themselves to have a disability that affects their access to or use of 
parks (see Table 6.1). This is broadly equivalent to the proportion of the Leeds 
population, cited above, that considered their everyday activities to be limited a lot. 
Those who answered yes to this question are referred to in this chapter as disabled 
park-users or non-users and those who answered no to this question are referred as 
non-disabled park-users or non-users. 
Table 6.1 Do you have a disability that affects your access to or use of parks? 
Disability No. Survey responses % Survey responses 
No 5614 89% 
Yes 530 8% 
Prefer not to say 113 2% 
Left blank 75 1% 
Total 6332 100% 
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6.2. Use and non-use of parks by disabled people 
This section presents findings relating to the use and non-use of parks by disabled 
people and is organised into the following sub-sections: 
6.2.1 non-use of parks 
6.2.2 average number of parks visited  
6.2.3 range of parks visited  
6.2.4 most visited parks  
6.2.5 frequency of park use  
6.2.6 reasons for use  
6.2.7 avoidance  
6.2.8 use of local park 
6.2.9 mode and ease of travel  
6.2.1 Non-use of parks by disabled people 
The survey shows that certain groups of people use parks less. Disabled people were 
significantly less likely to have visited a park in the preceding year (see Table 6.2). It is 
notable that the use of parks by disabled people was 77%, much lower than the 
average of 94% for non-disabled people. Other studies have found that disabled people 
are less likely to use green spaces.24  
 
Table 6.2 Have you visited a park in Leeds in the past year? 
Visited a park in the preceding year No. Survey 
responses 
No. Never 
visit 
% Never 
visit Non-disabled 5570 330 6% 
Disabled 525 121 23% 
Those who said that they had not visited a park in the preceding year were asked to 
select, from a list of options, the reasons for not doing so. The top reasons included 
poor health or disability (29%) and a concern that parks were difficult to get to (22%). 
Barriers to accessing and use of green space associated with ageing, poor health and 
disability are evident in cities across the globe.25 Other factors, such as not enough time 
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(23%), also inhibit use.26 Some residents who said they did not use parks were not 
interested in visiting (17%).  
Figure 2 Reasons for non-use of parks in the preceding year 
 
In an open survey question, a number of disabled people indicated that they would have 
liked to have visited a park but faced a range of barriers that inhibited them from doing 
so. For example:  
x µ,DP6 years old, my legs are very bad at walking and I don't have transport. I used 
WRORYHWRJRWR7HPSOH1HZVDP¶ 
x µ,DPDGLVDEOHGZKHHOFKDLU-user without my own transport, VRDFFHVVLVGLIILFXOW¶ 
However, the survey did not establish how many non-users would like to visit a park if 
barriers, including accessibility, could be overcome.  
6.2.2 Average number of parks visited by disabled park-users 
Just over three-quarters (77%) of respondents with a disability had visited a park in the 
preceding year. The survey asked respondents to identify all of the parks in Leeds that 
they had visited at least once in the preceding year. Table 6.3 shows that disabled park-
users, on average, visited fewer parks than non-disabled park-users (three compared 
with five).  
Table 6.3 How many parks have you visited in preceding year? 
 Disabled Non-disabled  
Average number of parks visited 3.34 5.02 
 
5% 
10% 
12% 
17% 
21% 
22% 
23% 
29% 
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Poorly maintained
Lack of suitable transport
Parks do not feel safe
Not interested
Prefer other open spaces
Difficult to get to
Not enough time
Poor heath or disability
Percentage of non-users
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6.2.3 Range of parks visited by disabled park-users 
Table 6.4 shows the top ten parks in rank order which disabled park-users visited 
across the city at least once in the preceding year and compares this to non-disabled 
park-users. Generally, disabled and non-disabled park-users visited the same broad 
range of parks across the city. 
Table 6.4 What parks in Leeds have you visited in the past year? 
Park Disabled Non-disabled 
Roundhay Park 1 1 
Golden Acre Park 2 2 
Kirkstall Abbey 3 4 
Temple Newsam 4 3 
Woodhouse Moor 5 5 
Lotherton Hall 6 8 
Meanwood Park 7 6 
Chevin Forest Park 8 7 
Middleton Park 9 Not in top ten 
Pudsey Park 10 10 
Horsforth Hall Park Not in top ten 9 
6.2.4 Most visited parks by disabled park-users 
The survey asked respondents to identify their main park of use. Table 6.5 shows the 
top ten main parks which disabled park-users selected and compares this to non-
disabled park-users. Over a quarter of both groups selected Roundhay Park as their 
main park. Rothwell Country Park, which does not meet LQP standards, was in the top 
ten for disabled people. 
Table 6.5 What park do you use most often? 
Park No. disabled % disabled No. non-disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Roundhay Park 102 26% 1330 25% 
Golden Acre Park 33 9% 370 7% 
Temple Newsam 24 6% 406 8% 
Middleton Park 19 5% 142 3% 
Pudsey Park 17 4% 210 4% 
Springhead Park 16 4% 102 2% 
Meanwood Park 15 4% 234 4% 
Woodhouse Moor 11 3% 268 5% 
Rothwell Country Park* 9 2% Not in top ten 
Becketts Park 9 2% Not in top ten 
Horsforth Hall Park 9 2% 180 3% 
Kirskstall Abbey Not in top ten 158 3% 
*Below Leeds Quality Park Standard 
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6.2.5 Frequency of park use by disabled park-users 
The survey asked how often respondents visited their main park in the summer months. 
As show in Table 6.6, non-disabled park-users (51%), compared to disabled park-users 
(42%), were more likely to be high-frequency visitors, visiting their main park at least 
once a week. A higher proportion of disabled park-users were also low-frequency 
visitors, visiting their main park less than once a month (20% compared with 14%).  
Table 6.6 How often do you visit your main park in the summer? 
Frequency of use No. disabled % disabled 
No. non-
disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Low-frequency visitors 79 20% 709 14% 
Medium-frequency visitors 149 38% 1839 35% 
High-frequency visitors 161 42% 2650 51% 
Total 389 100% 5198 100% 
High-frequency visitors = use their main park almost every day / once or twice per week 
Medium-frequency visitors = use their main park once every two weeks / once a month 
Low-frequency visitors = use their main park less than once a month / seldom  
6.2.5 Reasons for visiting parks by disabled park-users 
The survey asked respondents to identify the top five reasons they visited their park. As 
Table 6.7 shows, reasons for visiting are broadly similar.  
Table 6.7 What are your main reasons for visiting your main park? 
Reasons for use No. disabled % disabled 
No. non-
disabled 
% non-
disabled 
 Get some fresh air 288 1 3638 1 
 Enjoy nature 230 2 2656 3 
 Relax or think in peace and quiet 203 3 2049 4 
 For a walk 199 4 3210 2 
 Visit cafe/restaurant 109 5 Not in top 5 
Visit the children's play area Not in top 5 1291 5 
6.2.6 Avoidance of parks by disabled park-users 
Table 6.8 shows that a higher proportion of disabled park-users avoided their park at 
certain times of the day or week (34%) compared with non-disabled park-users (26%).  
Table 6.8 Are there any times of the day or week in which you avoid visiting your main park? 
 
No. 
disabled % disabled 
No. non-
disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Never thought about it 105 26% 1528 29% 
No 158 40% 2340 45% 
Yes 135 34% 1348 26% 
Total 398 100% 5216 100% 
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An open survey question asked respondents to identify their reasons for avoidance. 
This was completed by 135 disabled park-users. Many of the reasons were related to 
wider problems such as anti-social behaviour. However, some comments illustrated 
barriers disabled park-users face in visiting their main park at certain times. In particular, 
factors that affect the availability of car parking, such as events in parks, school 
holidays, and generally on weekends when there are more people using parks, were 
barriers to the use of parks by disabled park-users.  
6.2.7 Use of local parks by disabled park-users 
The survey asked respondents to identify if their main park was the closest park to 
where they live. In this regard, Table 6.9 shows that there was marginal difference 
between disabled and non-disabled park-users¶XVHRIORFDOSDUNV. 
Table 6.9 Is the park you most often use, the closest park to where you live? 
Closest park to where live No. disabled % disabled 
No. non- 
disabled 
% non-
disabled 
No 126 32% 1611 31% 
Yes 268 68% 3602 69% 
Total 394 100% 5213 100% 
6.2.8 Mode and ease of travel by disabled park-users 
There were differences in how disabled and non-disabled park-users normally travelled 
to get to their main park. Table 6.10 shows that over half of disabled park-users usually 
travelled by car (52%), a higher proportion compared with non-disabled park-users 
(40%). Just over a quarter of disabled park-users walked to their main park (27%) 
compared with over half of non-disabled park-users (52%). Disabled park-users were 
also more likely to have travelled by bus and wheelchair/mobility vehicle. As 
demonstrated in Table 6.11, they were also more likely to say it was quite difficult or 
difficult (14%) to get to their park than non-disabled park-users (2%).
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Table 6.10 How would you normally travel to your main park? 
Mode of travel No. disabled % disabled No. non-disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Car 208 52% 2084 40% 
Walk 109 27% 2739 52% 
Bus 29 7% 150 3% 
Wheelchair/mobility vehicle 24 6% 4 0% 
Left blank or other 29 7% 287 5% 
Total 399 101% 5264 100% 
Table 6.11 How easy is it for you to travel to your main park? 
Ease of travel No. disabled % disabled No. non-disabled 
% Non-
disabled 
Easy  248 63% 4081 78% 
Quite Easy 92 23% 1045 20% 
Quite Difficult 44 11% 106 2% 
Difficult  11 3% 21 0% 
Total 395 100% 5253 100% 
6.3 Experiences and expectations of disabled park-users 
This section presents findings relating to how disabled park-users rated: 
6.3.1 their experience of use  
6.3.2 their feelings of safety  
6.3.3 the current condition of their main park 
6.3.4 the importance of spending time in their main park to their quality of life 
6.3.1 Experience of visiting parks by disabled park-users 
As shown in Table 6.12, the majority of disabled and non-disabled park-users had a 
µvery pleasant¶ experience during the last visit to their main park. Disabled park-users 
were slightly less likely to say that the last visit to their park was very pleasant and 
marginally more likely to say the visit was somewhat unpleasant.  
Table 6.12 How pleasant was your last experience visiting your main park? 
Experience of parks No. disabled % disabled No. non-disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Very pleasant 297 74% 4075 77% 
Somewhat pleasant 73 18% 1019 19% 
Somewhat unpleasant 22 6% 145 3% 
Very unpleasant 7 2% 27 1% 
Total 399 100% 5266 100% 
Good examples of parks being experienced as user-friendly by disabled park-users 
contributed to these very pleasant experiences: 
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x µ0\ZLIHLVGLVDEOHGDQGWKHSDUNLVJUHDWIRUXVWRKDYHDORYHO\VWHDG\VWUROODURXQG
WKHEHDXWLIXOORFDWLRQ¶ 
x µ,W
VDEHDXWLful place and has mobility scooter for hire. I am disabled, some friends 
ZLWKDFDUKDYHWDNHQPHWKHUHDQGLW¶VEHHQJUHDWWRJHWDURXQG¶ 
x µ0\SDUNZDONZD\VDUHDFFHVVLEOHIRUGLVDEOHGDQGHOGHUO\,WSURYLGHVLQWHUHVWWRDOO
ages- pushchairs/prams children, fit and un-fit can use the park. My park is popular 
DQGXVHGE\PDQ\¶ 
x µ,W¶VDEXV\SDUNZLWKORWVRIUHJXODUVDQGYLVLWRUVWR/HHGV«7he Cafe is excellent 
and is a draw in itself, great access, especially for disabled [people]¶ 
x µ,FDQQRWWKLQNRIDQ\ZD\WRLPSURYHLWWKHSDUNLVDOZD\VFOHDQSOHQW\RIOLWWHUELQV
grass always neatly cut and flower beds beautiful. Disability friendly¶ 
x µ,W¶VHDV\>WRXVH@IRUGLVDEOHG>SHRSOH@¶ 
However, parks that were experienced as less accessible or inclusive by disabled park-
users contributed to less pleasant experiences: 
x µ0\ZLIHDQG,DUHERWKGLVDEOHGDQGFDQQRWQRZZDONYHU\IDUERWKLQRXUHLJKWLHV¶ 
x µ7KHORZHUFDUSDUNLVXQHYHQIRUDGLVDEOHGSHUVRQ¶ 
x µ,DPGLVDEOHGDQGWKHUHLVKDUGO\DQ\VHDWLQJLQWKHSDUN¶ 
x µ+DYHGLVDEOHGJUDQGGDXJKWHU- SOD\JURXQGOLPLWHG¶ 
6.3.2 Feelings of safety during the day by disabled park-users 
As indicated in Table 6.13, the majority of disabled and non-disabled park-users 
described feeling µvery safe¶ or µIDLUO\ safe¶ visiting their main park during the day. 
Disabled park-users were slightly less likely to say they feel very safe. 
Table 6.13 How safe do you feel visiting your main park during the day? 
Feelings of safety No. disabled % disabled No. non-disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Very safe 203 51% 3039 58% 
Fairly safe 144 36% 1826 35% 
Never thought about it 35 9% 321 6% 
Fairly unsafe 9 2% 49 1% 
Very unsafe 5 1% 10 0% 
Total 396 99% 5245 100% 
6.3.3 Feelings of safety after dark by disabled park-users 
As demonstrated in Table 6.14, the majority of disabled and non-disabled park-users 
had not visited their main park after dark.  
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Table 6.14 How safe do you feel visiting your main park after dark? 
Feelings of safety after 
dark No. disabled % disabled 
No. non-
disabled 
% non- 
disabled 
Do not visit after dark 260 65% 3279 62% 
My park is not open  13 3% 64 1% 
Very safe 8 2% 145 3% 
Fairly safe 17 4% 582 11% 
Never thought about it 29 7% 476 9% 
Fairly unsafe 37 9% 440 8% 
Very unsafe 33 8% 262 5% 
Total 397 98% 5248 100% 
6.3.4 Condition of parks by disabled park-users 
As shown in Table 6.15, over a third of disabled and non-disabled park-users rated their 
main park in µexcellent¶ condition. This should be understood within the context that over 
a quarter of park-users selected Roundhay Park as their main park, which holds Green 
Flag status. While there were only marginal differences, disabled park-users were 
slightly more likely to say that their park was in excellent (35%) or, conversely, in poor 
(4%) condition than non-disabled park-users (33% and 2% respectively).  
Table 6.15 How do you rate the current condition of your main park? 
Current condition No. disabled % disabled No. non-disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Excellent 142 35% 1750 33% 
Good 192 48% 2836 54% 
Fair 50 12% 598 11% 
Poor 18 4% 94 2% 
Total 402 100% 5278 100% 
6.3.5 Importance of parks to quality of life for disabled park-users 
As shown in Table 6.16, spending time in parks was just as important to quality of life 
for disabled and non-disabled park-users.  
Table 6.16 In terms of your own quality of life, how important is spending time in your main 
park? 
Importance to quality of life No. disabled % disabled 
No. non-
disabled 
% non-
disabled 
Essential 71 19% 1069 21% 
Very important 136 36% 1966 38% 
Fairly important 130 34% 1637 32% 
Not very important 35 9% 433 8% 
Not important at all 6 2% 58 1% 
Total 378 100% 5163 100% 
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6.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by disabled park-users 
The survey asked respondents to rate their overall satisfaction with their main park. In 
the context that overall satisfaction with parks is high; Table 6.17 shows that disabled 
park-users were marginally less satisfied than non-disabled park-users.  
Table 6.17 What is your overall impression of your main park? 
Overall 
satisfaction Disabled Disabled % Non-disabled Non-disabled % 
Very dissatisfied 6 2% 23 0% 
Dissatisfied 8 2% 95 2% 
Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied 46 11% 367 7% 
Satisfied 190 47% 2513 48% 
Very satisfied 151 38% 2254 43% 
Total 401 100% 5252 100% 
6.5 Priorities for parks by disabled park-users 
Overall, Table 6.18 shows that disabled and non-disabled park-users agreed that the 
top priorities should be to maintain or improve existing facilities and to keep parks clean. 
However, the accessibility of parks for disabled people was ranked second highest by 
disabled park-users but 10th by non-disabled park-users. The qualitative comments also 
suggest accessibility and inclusivity of parks is a high priority by (grand)parents with 
disabled (grand)children and those with a disabled partner.  
Table 6.18 What do you consider to be the three key priorities for your main park? 
Priorities Disabled Non-disabled 
Facilities kept open or improved (e.g. toilets, cafes) 1 2 
User friendly for disabled people 2 10 
Keep the park clean  3 1 
Free to enter 4 3 
Condition of the paths etc. 5 7 
Events and activities  6 4 
Presence of park staff 7 11 
Personal safety  8 8 
Anti-social behaviour and crime 9 5 
Dog waste 10 9 
Flower planting 11 12 
Historic features  12 13 
Activities for children and young people 13 6 
Encourage park use  14 15 
Sports facilities  15 14 
An open survey question asked about what would improve their main park. A key word 
search of this data was performed using the terms µGLVDEOHG¶DQGµGLVDELOLW\¶7KH
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following were cited most frequently as improvements for making parks more user-
friendly for disabled park-users:  
x Accessible play facilities for disabled children and young people 
x Disabled parking bays and dropped kerbs on main roads leading to parks 
x Accessible toilet facilities  
x Improved paths and seating  
x Exercise and sports for disabled park-users 
x Activities and events for disabled park-users  
The survey also asked an open question about park-users hopes for the future of their 
main park. A key word search of this data was performed using the terms µGLVDEOHG¶DQG
µGLVDELOLW\¶7KHIROORZLQJFRPPHQWVfrom survey respondents are typical:  
x µ)RUWKHFRXQFLOWRFRQWLQXHWKHH[FHOOHQWZRUNWKDWKDVEHHQSXWLQWRWKHSDUNRYHU
WKHODVWIHZ\HDUVDQGNHHSLPSURYLQJWKHIDFLOLWLHVIRUSHRSOHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHV¶ 
x µ:RUNKDVEHHQGRQHRQSDWKVDQG,KRSHWKLVFRQWLQXHVDQGLWLVPXFKEHtter for 
ZDONLQJIRUGLVDEOHGSHRSOH¶ 
x µ,WVWD\VIUHH	DFFHVVLEOHWRDOO	GLVDELOLW\JURXSV¶ 
x µ7KDWLWUHPDLQVXVHU-friendly and disabled-IULHQGO\¶ 
x µ7REHNHSWZHOOPDLQWDLQHGDQGZHOFRPLQJIRUHOGHUO\DQGGLVDEOHGSHRSOH¶ 
x µ5LGHVIRUGLVDEOHGNLGVDQG SHRSOHLQSDUN¶ 
x µ0RUHSDUNVOLNH3XGVH\0LGGOHWRQWRVWDQGDUGRIWKHGLVDEOHGIDFLOLWLHV¶ 
x µ.HHSSDWKVPDLQWDLQHGVRWKDWHYHU\RQHLQFOXGLQJSHRSOHZLWKGLVDELOLWLHVF\FOLVWV
KRUVHULGHUVDQGZDONHUVFDQXVHLW¶ 
x µ.HHSLWDVQDWXUDODVSRVVLEOHZLWKmore considerations for old, vulnerable, disabled 
SHRSOH¶ 
x µ$FFHVVIRUGLVDEOHGE\ORFDOWUDQVSRUW¶ 
6.6 Summary 
While disabled park-users were just as likely to think that spending time in their park is 
important to their quality of life, they were less likely to use parks and more likely to be 
lower-frequency park-users compared with non-disabled people. They also visited, on 
average, fewer parks across the city. In line with the United Nations Sustainable 
Development Goal 11.7, we recommend when developing park policy and practice that 
LCC ensure access to good quality parks for all residents and visitors, playing due 
regard to the specific needs of disabled people, so that all can enjoy the full benefits 
that derive from well-managed parks. Specifically, we recommend as a priority that LCC 
develop a better understanding of the personal and/or social barriers to the full 
enjoyment of parks by disabled people and develop an approach to promoting greater 
accessibility and inclusivity of parks.   
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7. ETHNIC GROUP 
This chapter provides an analysis of the survey findings with regard to ethnic group, by 
people who gave their ethnic origin as Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) 
compared with White.27 The chapter is organised into six sections: 
7.1 Survey respondents by ethnic group 
7.2 Use and non-use of parks by ethnic group 
7.3 Experiences and expectations of park-users by ethnic group 
7.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by ethnic group  
7.5 Priorities for parks by ethnic group 
7.6 Summary 
7.1 Survey respondents by ethnic group 
As shown in Table 7.1, the majority of survey respondents gave their ethnic group as 
White. Due to the lower response by people from BAME groups, we aggregated these 
responses and applied a weighting adjustment based on population data in the Census 
2011 for Leeds (see Table 7.2).28 The findings are representative of the Leeds 
population by ethnic group.   
Table 7.1 Which of the following categories best describe your ethnic group? 
Ethnic group No. Survey 
responses 
% Survey 
responses 
White 5897 91.7 
Mixed 79 1.2 
Asian 128 2.0 
Black 68 1.1 
Other 49 0.8 
Left blank or prefer not to say 211 3.3 
Total 6432 100% 
Table 7.2 Aggregation of ethnic groups and weighting percentage 
Ethnic group No. Survey 
responses 
% Survey 
responses 
% of population 
used for 
weighting data29  
White 5897 91.7% 85.1% 
Non-White 324 5.1% 14.9% 
Left blank or prefer not to say 211 3.3% NA 
Total 6432 100% 100% 
7.2. Use and non-use of parks by ethnic group 
This section presents findings relating to the use and non-use of parks by ethnic group 
and is organised into the following sub-sections: 
7.2.1 non-use of parks  
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7.2.2 average number of parks visited 
7.2.3 range of parks visited  
7.2.4 most visited parks  
7.2.5 frequency of park use  
7.2.6 reasons for park use  
7.2.7 avoidance  
7.2.8 use of local park 
7.2.9 mode and ease of travel  
2.2.1 Non-use of parks by ethnic group 
Some 91% of people from BAME groups had visited a park in the preceding year. Table 
7.3 shows that people from different ethnic groups were just as likely to have visited a 
park in the preceding year.
Table 7.3 Have you visited a park in Leeds in the past year? 
Ethnic group 
No. of 
responses to 
survey 
No. Never Visit % Never Visit 
White 5828 461 8% 
BAME 267 24 9% 
7.2.2 Average number of parks visited by ethnic group 
The survey asked respondents to identify all of the parks in Leeds that they had visited, 
at least once, in the preceding year. Table 7.4 highlights that the average number of 
parks visited by BAME park-users and White park-users was the same: 4.83.  
Table 7.4 Average number of parks visited in the preceding year 
 BAME  White 
Average number of parks visited 4.83 4.83 
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7.2.3 Range of parks visited by ethnic group 
Table 7.5 identifies the top ten parks visited at least once in the preceding year by 
BAME park-users and compares this to White park-users. Generally, BAME and White 
park-users visit the same broad range of parks across the city. While Potternewton 
Park, Harehills Park and Armley Park were in the top for BAME park-users, Lotherton 
Hall, Horsforth Hall Park and Pudsey Park were in the top for White park-users.  
Table 7.5 What parks in Leeds have you visited in the past year? 
Park No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
 Roundhay Park 197 17% 3594 12% 
 Woodhouse Moor 140 12% 1766 6% 
 Golden Acre Park 100 8% 2637 9% 
 Kirkstall Abbey 97 8% 2111 7% 
 Temple Newsam 72 6% 2389 8% 
 Meanwood Park 60 5% 1233 4% 
 Potternewton Park 55 5% Not in top ten 
 Harehills Park 38 3% Not in top ten 
 Armley Park* 37 3% Not in top ten 
 Chevin Forest Park 33 3% 1260 4% 
 Lotherton Hall Not in top ten 934 3% 
 Horsforth Hall Park Not in top ten 885 3% 
 Pudsey Park Not in top ten 790 3% 
*Below Leeds Quality Park Standard (LQP) 
7.2.4 Most visited parks by ethnic group 
The survey asked respondents to identify their main park. Table 7.6 shows the top ten 
main parks which BAME park-users selected and compares this to White park-users. 
Around a quarter of BAME (30%) and White (25%) park-users selected Roundhay Park 
as their main park. Aside from this, there were some differences in the main parks 
selected by these two groups of respondents. BAME park-users more commonly 
selected Woodhouse Moor, compared with White park-users. Moreover, while 
Potternewton Park, Cross Flatts Park, Bramley Park and Harehills Park were in the top 
for BAME park-users, Pudsey Park, Horsforth Hall Park, Middleton Park and Chevin 
Forest Park were in the top for White park-users.  
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Table 7.6 What park do you use most often? 
Park No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Roundhay Park 84 30% 1352 25% 
Woodhouse Moor 37 13% 239 4% 
Potternewton Park 14 5% Not in top ten 
Kirkstall Abbey 14 5% 151 3% 
Golden Acre Park 12 4% 395 7% 
Meanwood Park 11 4% 233 4% 
Cross Flatts Park 9 3% Not in top ten 
Temple Newsam 8 3% 420 8% 
Bramley Park 7 2% Not in top ten 
Harehills Park 7 2% Not in top ten 
Pudsey Park Not in top ten 226 4% 
Horsforth Hall Park Not in top ten 182 3% 
Middleton Park Not in top ten 156 3% 
Chevin Forest Park Not in top ten 97 2% 
7.2.5 Frequency of park use by ethnic group 
The survey asked how often respondents visited their main park in the summer months. 
As Table 7.7 demonstrates, there was little difference in frequency of use by ethnic 
group. About half of BAME (52%) and White (50%) park-users were high-frequency 
visitors and around a third of each were medium-frequency visitors; 33% and 36% 
respectively. 
Table 7.7 How often do you visit your main park in the summer? 
Frequency of use No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Low-frequency visitors  43 15% 758 14% 
Medium-frequency visitors  93 33% 1898 36% 
High-frequency visitors 150 52% 2650 50% 
Total 286 100% 5306 100% 
High-frequency visitors = use their main park almost every day / once or twice per week 
Medium-frequency visitors = use their main park once every two weeks / once a month 
Low-frequency visitors = use their main park less than once a month / seldom  
7.2.6 Reasons for visiting parks by ethnic group 
The survey asked respondents to identify the top five reasons why they visited their 
main park. As Table 7.8 shows, these reasons are similar by ethnic group.  
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Table 7.8 What are your main reasons for visiting your main park? 
Reasons for use No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
 Get some fresh air 200 1 3724 1 
 For a walk 175 2 3218 2 
 Relax or think in peace and quiet 154 3 2090 4 
 Enjoy nature 123 4 2757 3 
 Family outing 104 5 Not in top 5 
Visit the children's play area Not in top 5 1276 5 
7.2.7 Avoidance of parks by ethnic group 
As Table 7.9 shows, BAME park-users (34%) were more likely to say that they had 
avoided their park at certain times of the day or week than White park-users (26%).  
Table 7.9 Are there any times of the day or week in which you avoid visiting your main park? 
 
No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Never thought about it 86 30% 1558 29% 
No 102 36% 2399 45% 
Yes 96 34% 1380 26% 
Total 284 100% 5337 100% 
7.2.8 Use of local parks by ethnic group 
Table 7.10 reveals that BAME and White park-users were just as likely to say that their 
main park was the closest park to where they live.  
Table 7.10 Is the park you most often use, the closest park to where you live? 
Closest park to where I live No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
No 85 30% 3677 31% 
Yes 202 70% 1652 69% 
Total 287 100% 5745 100% 
7.2.9 Mode and ease of travel to parks by ethnic group 
As Table 7.11 highlights, both BAME and White park-users were more likely to say that 
they walked to get to their main park rather than travelled by car.  
Table 7.11 How would you normally travel to your main park? 
Mode of travel No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Walk 124 46% 2703 46% 
Car 93 35% 2192 37% 
Bus 6 2% 172 3% 
Bicycle 1 0% 118 2% 
Motorcycle 1 0% 4 0% 
Left blank/Other 44 16% 686 12% 
Total 269 100% 5875 100% 
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Table 7.12 shows that BAME park-users (67%) were less likely than White park-users 
(77%) to say it was very easy to get to their park.  
Table 7.12 How easy is it for you to travel to your main park? 
Ease of travel No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Very easy  195 67% 4142 77% 
Quite easy 79 27% 1056 20% 
Quite difficult 11 4% 139 3% 
Very difficult  4 1% 31 1% 
Total 289 100% 5368 100% 
7.3 Experiences and expectations of park-users by ethnic group 
This section presents findings relating to how park-users by ethnic group rated: 
7.3.1 their experience of use  
7.3.2 their feelings of safety  
7.3.3 the current condition of their main park 
7.3.4 the importance of spending time in their main park to their quality of life 
7.3.1 Experience of visiting parks by ethnic group 
While the majority of park-users had very pleasant experiences, Table 7.13 highlights 
that White park-users (78%) were more likely than BAME park-users (64%) to say that 
the last visit to their park was very pleasant.  
Table 7.13 How pleasant was your last experience visiting your main park? 
 No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Very pleasant 156 64% 4188 78% 
Somewhat pleasant 72 30% 1009 19% 
Somewhat unpleasant 9 4% 158 3% 
Very unpleasant 5 2% 29 1% 
Total 242 100% 5384 100% 
7.3.2 Feelings of safety during the day by ethnic group 
Table 7.14 shows that BAME park-users (41%) were less likely to say that they felt very 
safe visiting their park during the day compared with White park-users (58%). 
Table 7.14 How safe do you feel visiting your main park during the day? 
 No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Very safe 119 41% 3110 58% 
Fairly safe 136 47% 1835 34% 
Never thought about it 25 9% 346 6% 
Fairly unsafe 6 2% 53 1% 
Very unsafe 3 1% 12 0% 
Total 289 100% 5356 100% 
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7.3.3 Feelings of safety after dark by ethnic group  
Table 7.15 reveals that White park-users (63%) were more likely to say that they had 
not visited their main park after dark compared with BAME park-users (54%).  
Table 7.15 How safe do you feel visiting your main park after dark? 
Feelings of safety after 
dark No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Do not visit after dark 157 54% 3396 63% 
My park is not open  1 0% 75 1% 
Very safe 10 3% 141 3% 
Fairly safe 32 11% 571 11% 
Never thought about it 32 11% 477 9% 
Fairly unsafe 33 11% 439 8% 
Very unsafe 24 8% 267 5% 
Total 289 100% 5366 100% 
7.3.4 Condition of parks by ethnic group 
Table 7.16 shows that fewer BAME park-users (22%) rated their main park in µexcellent¶ 
condition compared to White park-users (34%). They were also slightly more likely to 
rate their park in µfair¶ or µpoor¶ condition. While over a quarter of all park-users selected 
Roundhay Park as their main park, which holds Green Flag status, there were some 
differences in parks that were visited most often by different ethnic groups which may 
contribute to these assessments. Nevertheless, the top ten main parks used by BAME 
park-users are of LQP standard.  
Table 7.16 How do you rate the current condition of your main park? 
 
No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Excellent 54 22% 1834 34% 
Good 148 61% 2865 53% 
Fair 31 13% 605 11% 
Poor 10 4% 97 2% 
Total 243 100% 5401 100% 
7.3.5 Importance of parks to quality of life by ethnic group 
Table 7.17 indicates that spending time in their park was just as important to quality of 
life for BAME and White park-users.  
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Table 7.17 In terms of your own quality of life, how important is spending time in your main 
park? 
 
No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Essential 60 21% 1067 20% 
Very important 105 38% 1993 38% 
Fairly important 85 30% 1691 32% 
Not very important 24 9% 457 9% 
Not important at all 6 2% 61 1% 
Total 280 100% 5269 100% 
7.4 Overall satisfaction with parks by ethnic group  
Table 7.18 shows that BAME park-users (25%) were less likely to be very satisfied than 
White park-users (43%) and slightly more likely to be very dissatisfied.  
Table 7.18 How satisfied overall are you with your main park? 
 
No. BAME % BAME No. White % White 
Very dissatisfied 7 2% 21 0% 
Dissatisfied 8 3% 96 2% 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 33 11% 385 7% 
Satisfied 170 59% 2541 47% 
Very satisfied 71 25% 2331 43% 
Total 289 100% 5374 100% 
7.5 Priorities for parks by ethnic group  
Table 7.19 What do you consider to be the three key priorities for your main park? 
Priorities BAME White 
Facilities kept open or improved (e.g. toilets) 1 1 
Keep the park clean 2 2 
Greater personal safety  3 11 
Free to enter 4 3 
Condition of the paths etc. 5 8 
Events and activities  6 4 
Flower planting 7 12 
User friendly for disabled people 8 6 
Dog waste 9 9 
Anti-social behaviour and crime 10 5 
Activities for children and young people 11 7 
Presence of park staff 12 10 
Encourage park use  13 15 
Sports facilities  14 14 
Historic features  15 13 
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Table 7.19 above shows that both BAME and White park-users agreed that the top 
prioritises for parks should be to maintain or improve existing facilities and to keep parks 
clean. However, the third highest priority for BAME park-users was personal safety, 
compared to 11th for White park-users. 
7.6 Summary  
While park-users of different ethnic groups were just as likely to use parks and say that 
spending time in their park is important to their quality of life, BAME park-users were 
less likely to be very satisfied overall with their park. Moreover, the survey indicators, 
taken together, suggest that BAME park-users were slightly less likely to feel safe using 
their park. We recommend when developing park policy and practice that LCC take into 
consideration the differential experiences and views amongst different ethnic groups of 
park-users in ways that seek to address disparities. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS  
Based on our study and survey findings, we make the following recommendations for 
developing parks policy and practice in Leeds and similar cities in line with the United 
1DWLRQ¶V6XVWDLQDEOH'HYHORSPHQW*RDOZKLFKUHTXLUHVWKDWDOOQDWLRQVWDWHVZLOO
µE\SURYLGHXQLYHUVDODFFHVVWRVDIHLQFOXVLYHDQGDFFHVVLEOHJUHHQDQGSXEOLF
spaces, in particular for women and children, older persons and persons with 
GLVDELOLWLHV¶ 
Recommendation 1:  
We recommend that priority is given to raising the standard of parks across the city to 
ensure access to good quality green space for all residents and visitors, playing due 
regard to the specific needs of particular groups of people that enable them to enjoy the 
full benefits that derive from well-managed parks.  
Recommendation 2:  
Given the wide-UDQJLQJEHQHILWVWRVRFLDOUHODWLRQVDQGSHRSOH¶VKHDOWKDQGZHOO-being 
that respondents say derive from park enjoyment, we recommend that park managers 
work closely in partnership with diverse organisations in the public, private and 
voluntary sectors to ensure that their contribution and role is harnessed in support of 
good quality accessible urban parks. 
Recommendation 3:  
We recommend that concerns about the differential experiences of park-users across 
the city - by type of park (major and community), quality of park and across community 
committee areas - should inform LCC park management targets and strategies in ways 
that seek to ensure a quality park experience is available to all.  
Recommendation 4:  
Community parks are well-used and frequently visited assets, but generally they receive 
less high ratings in terms of condition, user-experiences and public satisfaction. To 
ensure that there is an equivalent service of accessible, quality parks across the city, we 
specifically recommend that LCC prioritise resources and seek investment to raise the 
level of all community parks to LQP standards.  
Recommendation 5: 
We recommend that LCC develop discrete action plans, including resourcing 
considerations, for each park that does not currently meet LQP standard that can be 
used by parks managers, community committees, wider organisations and local groups 
to support the improvement of their local parks. 
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Recommendation 6:  
Section 106 developer contributions have become an important source of funding for 
improving parks and green spaces across the country. These are usually directed 
to improvements within close proximity to the development, to mitigate its effects. 
However, parks located in areas that lack housing development have limited scope for 
improvement from such planning gains. While the research did not explicitly consider 
how parks across the city are funded, it highlights a strong case for spreading the 
benefits from Section 106 contributions beyond the immediate area where development 
is located, especially where this benefits lower quality parks in other parts of the city, 
thus helping to ensure that a quality park experience is available to all. Hence, we 
recommend considering the possibility and desirability of using Section 106 planning 
gains more widely to raise the standard of community parks that fall below LQP status. 
Related to this and in line with the recommendations of the House of Commons CLG 
Select Committee inquiry into public parks, we recommend consideration is given 
to using of a proportion of development funding for the maintenance and upkeep of 
parks to designated standards, in light of the importance of cleanliness and 
improvements to existing facilities identify by park-users, as one of their top priorities. 
Recommendation 7:  
We recommend that LCC consider prioritising available resources on and seeking 
investment for the following parks which receive the highest estimated total adult visits 
of all parks that do not currently meet LQP standards: Rothwell Country Park, Armley 
Park, Western Flatts Cliff Park and Stanningley Park.  
Recommendation 8: 
We recommend as a priority that LCC develop a better understanding of the personal 
and/or social barriers to the full enjoyment of parks by older and disabled people who 
are significantly less likely to use parks. We recommend that this further investigation is 
carried out with a view to revising the current Leeds Parks and Green Spaces Strategy 
and to developing discrete action plans that LCC Parks & Countryside and other partner 
departments and organisations can take that would promote greater accessibility and 
inclusivity to parks.  
Recommendation 9:  
Following from the above, we recommend that LCC investigate further the views and 
experiences of older people and disabled people, including those who do not currently 
use parks and those who use parks infrequently, the barriers to accessing and use of 
parks and green spaces for them, and how these barriers might be overcome.  
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Recommendation 10:  
We recommend that LCC as a priority develop an approach to promoting greater 
accessibility and inclusivity of parks for disabled park-users, including developing an 
accessible play strategy for disabled children and young people and giving further 
consideration to the accessibility of parks given that driving to parks increases with age 
and disabled people are more likely to drive than walk to their park.  
Recommendation 11: 
Following from the above, we recommend taking account of differential modes of 
transport used to get to parks by different groups in future planning and car parking 
decisions such that travel to a park does not unduly restrict the access to and 
enjoyment of parks to certain groups. 
Recommendation 12: 
Currently, LCC undertake annual appraisals of community parks, based on the national 
Green Flag Award guidance. This includes specific reference to equal access for 
all, PHDQLQJWKDWµLWVKRXOGEHHDV\IRUDQ\ERG\LUUHVSHFWLYHRIWKHLUDELOLW\WRHQWHUDQG
get around the park, where praFWLFDEOH¶ Given the survey findings regarding the less 
frequent visitor rate for older people and people with disabilities, as well as the high 
priority given by respondents to accessibility for disabled people, we recommend 
reflecting further on the way in which equal access is assessed. This might include 
working with park-users and local service-user groups to better understand what equal 
access for older people and people with a disability means, as well as the place and 
significance accorded within existing criteria to access for people with a disability. We 
recommend that the annual assessments are used as a mechanism to identify 
improvements in the accessibility of parks for these groups. Related to this, we 
recommend using these annual assessments to inform, update and improve public 
communications regarding accessibility measures already in place at parks. 
Recommendation 13: 
We recommend when developing park policy and practice that LCC take into 
consideration the usage, experience and views amongst different groups of park-users 
in ways that seek to meet the specific needs of these different groups and address 
disparities in experiences. 
Recommendation 14: 
To ensure universal access to safe and inclusive parks and to better meet the needs of 
young adult park-users aged 19-24 and BAME park-users, we recommend that further 
consideration is given to reflecting on the experiences of parks, perceptions of safety, 
avoidance and perceived condition of parks which, taken together, suggest that these 
park-users are slightly less likely to feel safe using their park. 
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Recommendation 15: 
We recommend that LCC further investigate why maintaining or increasing sporting 
facilities were ranked as a low priority by park-users, and to use this information to 
revise the Leeds Parks and Green Spaces Strategy.  
Recommendation 16: 
We recommend that LCC further investigate why there are disparities in park-XVHUV¶
experiences of parks across community committee areas with a view to taking any 
actions that would reduce these differences. 
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27
 The BAME group includes survey respondents who gave their ethnic origin as Black, 
Asian, Mixed and those who selected other ethnic group. It excludes people from White 
minority ethnic groups.  
28
 Weighting is a common technique that is used to adjust the results of the survey to 
bring them more in line with what is known about the wider population of Leeds. 
According to the 2011 Census, 85.1% of the population gave their ethnic origin as White 
and 14.9% gave their ethnic origin as non-White. We appreciate that the survey findings 
are not therefore able to give a meaningful breakdown of views by culturally diverse 
groups within these broader ethnic groups. 
29
 According to the 2011 Census, 85.1% of the population gave their ethnic origin as 
White and 14.9% gave their ethnic origin as BAME. Leeds City Council. (2012) Leeds - 
The Big Picture: A summary of the results of the 2011 Census, Available from: 
https://observatory.leeds.gov.uk/resource/view?resourceId=3759  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY METHOD 
The Leeds Parks Survey, developed using the Bristol Online Survey tool, was available 
to complete between June and November 2016. The online survey link was distributed 
to a wide range of groups and RUJDQLVDWLRQVLQFOXGLQJWKH/HHGV&LWL]HQV¶3DQHOWKH
University of Leeds, Leeds Beckett University, the Leeds Youth Council, the Leeds 
Parks and Green Spaces Forum, among others. It was widely distributed through social 
media feeds and advertised through local media outlets. The online survey was also 
promoted via a number of events held in parks over the summer and through displaying 
posters in some park noticeboards.  
The postal survey ZDVVHQWWRDOOPHPEHUVRIWKH/HHGV&LWL]HQV¶3DQHOZKRRSWed to 
be contacted by post (approximately 1,000 members). It was also posted to a random 
sample of 20,000 households in Leeds using the Gazetteer dataset. Respondents were 
given a freepost envelope to return the survey free of charge. The sampling strategy for 
the postal survey was prepared by Frank Perrins in the LCC Intelligence and 
Improvement team, Environment and Housing Service. Before randomly selecting 
households, the dataset was cleaned. This included removing unsuitable properties, 
such as empty council properties and those households that had received the survey 
WKURXJKWKH/HHGV&LWL]HQV¶3DQHO$VDPSOLQJVWUDWHJ\ZDVEXLOWWRDFFRXQWIRU
representation across the city and the level of response expected in different wards 
assuming that it is likely that households in deprived inner city wards would have lower 
return rates. Hence, the sample selection was stratified in proportion to ward population 
and weighted according to the Index of Multiple Deprivation (ranging up to double mail-
out for those in the upper quartile). Those households who were sent the postal survey 
were given the option to complete the survey online instead of in paper form. This also 
allowed other members of the household to complete the survey if they so wished. 
Hence, we are unable to give a precise response rate. However, some 42% of 
responses (n=2675) were received through our online survey and 58% (n=3757) 
through our city-wide postal survey or completed at park events.  
Following data collection, a team of trained postgraduate students inputted data from 
the postal surveys into a data analysis software package. A sample of surveys inputted 
by each student was checked for accuracy.  Once the data was inputted, the survey 
data was weighted using Census 2011 data for Leeds Metropolitan District to account 
for differences in responses in relation to gender and ethnic group.  Weighting is a 
common technique that is used to adjust the results of the survey to bring them more in 
line with what is known about the wider population of Leeds. This produced a sample of 
respondents that is representative of the Leeds population in terms of ethnicity and 
gender. 
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APPENDIX B: LEEDS PARKS SURVEY 
1. Have you visited one or more public parks in Leeds in the past 12 months?  
Yes  Go to Question 3 
No  Go to Question 2 
2. If no, which of the following options best describes why you have not visited any 
public parks in Leeds in the past 12 months? Please tick all that apply. 
They are too difficult to 
get to or too far away  
They are poorly 
maintained  
Parks do not feel safe to 
use 
 
Parks do not interest me  Lack of suitable transport  Poor health  
 
There are other types of 
open spaces nearby that I 
prefer to visit 
 
I am too busy / not 
enough time  I feel excluded from parks  
I consider myself to have 
a disability that prevents 
me from using parks 
 Other (please specify):   
 
Go to Question 28 ± About You 
About Your Visits: 
3. Which parks in Leeds have you visited in the past 12 months? Please tick all that 
apply. 
Allerton Bywater Sports Ground  Kirk Lane Park  
Armley Park  Kirkstall Abbey  
Banstead Park  Lewisham Park  
Barley Hill Park  Ley Lane  
Becketts Park  Lotherton Hall  
Blenheim Square  Lovell Park  
Bramley Falls Wood Park  Manston Park  
Bramley Park  Meanwood Park  
Burley Park  Micklefield Park, Rawdon  
Calverley Park (Victoria Park)  Middleton Park  
Chapel Allerton Park  New Farnley Park  
Chevin Forest Park  New Wortley Recreation Ground  
Churwell Park  Nowell Mount  
Cranmore Recreation Ground  Nunroyd Park, Guiseley  
Cross Flatts Park  Penny Pocket Park  
Dartmouth Park  Potternewton Park  
Drighlington Moor Park  Pudsey Park  
East End Park  Rodley Park Recreation Ground  
Farnley Hall Park  Rothwell Country Park  
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Glebelands Rec  Roundhay Park  
Ninelands Lane  Scarth Gardens  
Golden Acre Park  Scatcherd Park  
Gotts Park  Springhead Park  
Grove Hill Park, Otley  Stanningley Park  
Grove Road Recreation Ground  Tarnfield Park, Yeadon  
Guiseley Nethermoor Park  Temple Newsam  
Hainsworth Park  Tennant Hall POS  
Halton Dene - Primrose Valley  The Hollies  
Harehills Park  The Rein  
Hartley Avenue Park  Tyersal Park  
Holbeck Moor  Western Flatts Cliff Park  
Holt Park  Westroyd Park  
Horsforth Hall Park  Wharfemeadows Park, Otley  
Hunslet Lake  Whinmoor Park, Coal Road  
Hunslet Moor  Woodhouse Moor   
Hyde Park (formally called Woodhouse 
Moor)   
Other (please specify):  
4. What park in Leeds do you use most often?  From now on we will refer to this as 
YOUR PARK. 
The park I use most often is:  
5. Is YOUR PARK the closest park to where you live?  
Yes  Go to Question 6 
No  Go to Question 5a 
5a. If µ1R¶, which of the following options best describes why you do not visit the park 
closest where you live most often. Please tick all that apply. 
It is too difficult to get to  ,WGRHVQ¶WKDYHWKHIDFLOLWLHVI / my family most often 
need 
 There is not enough to do  
There are other open 
spaces nearby that I 
prefer to visit 
 
There are other open 
spaces that are more 
convenient for me to visit 
 There are too many dogs  
Too many people visit (too 
busy)  
Not enough people visit 
(too quiet)   It is too small   
It is too big  It is poorly looked after  It is too dirty  
I feel unsafe using my 
local park  
There is a crime or anti-
social behaviour problem   
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Other (please specify):  
6. How often do you usually visit YOUR PARK?  
 
Seldom 
or 
never 
during 
this 
season 
Less 
than 
once a 
month 
Once a 
month 
Once 
every 
two 
weeks 
Once or 
twice a 
week 
Almost 
every 
day 
WINTER (including late autumn/early 
spring when the weather is generally 
cold/wet) 
      
SUMMER (including late spring/early 
autumn when the weather is generally 
good) 
      
7-8. How long do you normally stay?  
Duration Q7. Winter Q8. Summer 
Do not visit   
Less than 30 minutes   
30 minutes ± 1 hour   
1 ± 2 hours   
2 ± 4 hours   
More than 4 hours   
9. Are there any times of the day or week in which you AVOID visiting YOUR PARK?   
No  Go to Question 10. 
Never thought about it  Go to Question 10 
Yes  Go to Question 9a.  
Q9a. Please tell us more about 
why you avoid the park, and at 
which times of the day or week: 
 
10. How would you normally travel to YOUR PARK? Please tick one option only. 
On foot  Bicycle  Motorbike  
Car  Bus  Coach  
Taxi  Train  Wheelchair/mobility 
vehicle 
 
Other (please write in) 
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11. Approximately how long does your normal journey take?  
Less than 5 minutes   15 ± 20 minutes   
5 - 10 minutes   20 - 30 minutes  
10 ± 15 minutes   More than 30 minutes   
12. Please rate how easy it is for you to travel to YOUR PARK?  
Easy   Quite Difficult  
Quite Easy  Difficult   
Experiences and Perceptions of YOUR PARK: 
13. In terms of your own quality of life, how important is spending time in YOUR PARK? Is it...?  
Essential  Very important  
Fairly 
important  
Not very 
important  
Not important at 
all  
14. What are your main reasons for visiting YOUR PARK? Please tick up to 5 answers.  
Relax or think in 
peace and quiet 
 
Enjoy nature (birds 
/ wildlife / flowers / 
trees/ 
surroundings) 
 Feed the birds/ducks  
Get some fresh air  For a walk  Skateboarding  
Ride a bike  Walk the dog  Family outing  
Meet friends & 
socialise   Take a shortcut  Visit the children's play area  
Visit café/restaurant  Barbecue  Picnic  
Drink alcohol  
To exercise (free 
activity, e.g. 
running) 
 To exercise (paid activity)  
Park Run  Play sports or games  Watch sport or games  
Bowling  Allotments  Attend community events  
Non-leisure activities 
(e.g. protest/activism, 
leafleting) 
 
Member of a 
community group 
or social club that 
 
Paid activities or events (e.g. 
funfair rides, music concerts, 
Tropical World) 
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meets in the park 
Meet new people  Educational visit  Enjoy the historical features  
Other:  
15. Which of the following best describes your last experience visiting YOUR PARK?  
Very pleasant  Somewhat unpleasant  
Somewhat pleasant  Very unpleasant  
15a. Please describe the reason for your answer.  
  
16. Which of the following words best describe how you usually experience YOUR PARK as a 
place to visit? Please tick up to 5 answers.  
Welcoming  Unfriendly  Joyous  
Unpleasant  Playful  Controlled  
Liberating  Restrictive  Inspiring  
Depressing  Peaceful  Chaotic  
Relaxing  Tense  Tolerant  
Intolerant  Exciting  Deprived  
Lively  Dull  Secure  
Intimidating  Contrasting  Inviting  
17. How safe do you feel visiting YOUR PARK during the day?  
Very 
safe  Safe  
Never 
thought 
about it 
 Unsafe  Very 
unsafe  
18. How safe do you feel visiting YOUR PARK after dark?  
I do not 
visit my 
park 
 
My park 
is not 
open 
 
Very 
safe  Safe  
Never 
thought 
about it 
 Unsafe  Very 
unsafe  
19. What factors make YOUR PARK feel more or less safe?  
 Safer: 
 Less safe: 
Expectations and Priorities for the Future of YOUR PARK: 
20.  How do you rate the current condition of YOUR PARK?  
Excellent  Good  Fair  Poor  
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21. In the next three years, how do you expect the condition of YOUR PARK to change? Do you 
H[SHFWLWWR«"  
Improve  Decline  Remain  ,¶PQRW  
21a. Please provide a reason for your answer.  
  
22. What do you consider to be the key priorities for YOUR PARK? Please tick up to 3 
answers. 
Ensure sufficient events and activities for the local community  
Keep existing facilities open or improve them (e.g. toilets, cafes, drinking water)  
Improve the condition of the parks gates, paths and/or benches  
Encourage more people of different cultures and backgrounds to use the park  
Ensure the park is user friendly for people with disabilities  
Plant more flowers and create flower displays  
Greater personal safety in the park (e.g. lighting, visibility, access to first aid)  
Maintain or increase the presence of park staff  
Keep the park clean (e.g. free of litter, weeds and rubbish)  
Maintain or increase activities for children and young people (e.g. play areas, skate  
Maintain or increase sports facilities (e.g. courts and pitches)  
Protect and restore historic features (e.g. bandstands, memorials, buildings)  
Tackle anti-social behaviour and crime  
The park remains free to enter  
Tackle dog waste  
Other (please specify): 
23. What is your main hope for the future of YOUR PARK?  
 
24. What is your main fear for the future of YOUR PARK?  
 
25. Can you think of any new or different uses for YOUR PARK in today's society?  
 
 
Overall Impressions of YOUR PARK: 
26. What is your overall impression of YOUR PARK?  
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Very satisfied Satisfied Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 
     
27. Please write down any ideas you have that would make YOUR PARK better:  
 
 
About You: 
28. Which of the following categories best describes your age?  
12-14 15-16 17-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 or 
over 
          
29. Which of the following describes how you think of your gender?  
Male  Female  In another 
way 
 
Prefer not 
to say 
 
30.  Which of the following categories best describes your ethnic group?   
White:  
 
Mixed: 
White British - English  Scottish  Welsh  White and Black Caribbean  
White Irish  White and Black African  
Gypsy/Traveller  White and Asian  
Other White background  Other Mixed background  
(please write in) (please write in) 
 
 
 
 
 
Asian, Asian British, Asian English, 
Asian Scottish, Asian Welsh: 
 
 
 
Black, Black British, Black English, 
Black  
Scottish, Black Welsh: 
Indian  Caribbean  
Pakistani  African  
Bangladeshi  Other Black background  
Other Asian background  (please write in) 
(please write in) 
Other ethnic groups:  
Chinese or Chinese British  
Arab  
Other ethnic group  
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31. Are you a student in further or higher education?  
Yes 
 
No 
 
32.  Do you have access to a private or communal garden?  
Yes 
 
No 
 
33. Do you consider yourself to have a disability that affects your access to or use of parks?  
Yes 
 
No 
 
Prefer not to say 
 
34. Are you a member of a park support group or neighbourhood organisation engaged in 
volunteering in, or campaigning for, parks?  
Yes 
 
No 
 
35. What is your postcode? (e.g. LS6 9JB)  
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APPENDIX C: CALCULATION OF ADULT VISITS TO PARKS  
This technical note provides an outline of the process for calculating total adult (aged 
18+) visits to Leeds Parks based on the results of the 2016 survey. It draws on the 
methodology devised in 2009 by LCC. However, the 2009 and 2016 estimates of total 
visit to Leeds Parks are not comparable.  
Background 
In 2009, Leeds Parks & Countryside Service, in partnership with the Institute of Leisure 
and Amenity Management, developed a methodology for calculating an estimate of the 
total number of visits to all parks in Leeds based on a survey of residents. This 
approach relies on respondents identifying how often they visit a park and making 
generalisations about park use from this sample to the wider Leeds population. A 
calculation was developed by LCC in the first instance to give an overall picture of the 
total number of visits made to parks throughout the city and as a secondary measure to 
individual parks. 
We applied the methodology developed by LCC, with some modifications, to the results 
of the Leeds Park Survey 2016 which asks about visits to parks in the previous year. 
For this, we provide an estimate of total adult visits to all parks in Leeds. However, it 
was not possible to provide a reliable calculation for all individual parks as some parks 
did not receive sufficient responses to the survey.  
Calculation of Total Adult Visits to Leeds Parks 
We received 6,432 completed responses to the survey, of which 6332 were adults. We 
applied a post-stratification weighting adjustment for gender (male and female) and 
ethnicity (BAME and white), based on population data in the Census 2011 for Leeds. 
This produced a sample representative of the Leeds population with respect to gender 
and ethnicity.  
The 2016 survey asked respondents to identify which park they visited most often. It 
then asked about the frequency of their visits to this park, in both the summer and 
winter. Respondents had six answer options, which were given a numerical value 
(Table B.1). For example, UHVSRQGHQWVZKRDQVZHUHGµDOPRVWHYHU\GD\¶were given a 
value of 6 (out of 7 days per week).  
The total figure for all respondents was then multiplied over the 6 month seasonal 
period (winter/summer) as outlined in Table B.1. For example, respondents who 
DQVZHUHGµDOPRVWHYHU\GD\¶ were given a value of 6 (out of 7 days per week), which is 
equivalent of 156 days over a 6 month seasonal period. The survey specifies that the 
µVXPPHU¶LQFOXGHVODWHVSULQJHDUO\DXWXPQZKHQWKHZHDWKHULVJHQHUDOO\JRRGDQGWKH
µZLQWHU¶LQFOXGHVODWHDXWXPQHDUO\VSULQJZKHQWKHZHDWKHU is generally col/wet. Hence, 
these are equated to two six month seasonal periods. This approach relies on 
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respondents identifying how often, on average, they visited their most used park and 
then multiplying this over a season. The 2016 survey did not ask respondents how often 
they visited all parks in Leeds. Hence, the estimated total of adult visits to Leeds Parks 
is likely to be reasonably conservative.  
Table B.1 Answer Options and Numerical Values 
Answer Options Multiplier Over 7 Days Multiplier Over 6 Month Seasonal Period 
Almost Every Day 6/7 156 
Once or Twice a Week 1.5/7 39 
Once Every Two Weeks 0.5/7 13 
Once a Month 0.230/7 6 
Less than Once a Month 0.115/7 3 
Seldom or Never 0/7 0 
The total multiplied figure for all respondents was then multiplied by the total adult 
population for Leeds (using 2016 population data). It was then divided by the number of 
replies to the survey for each seasonable period (winter and summer). This is not the 
same as the total number of adult survey responses (6,332). This is because some 
people answered the survey but left the question unanswered about frequency of use. 
Tables B.2 & B.3 give the actual data for all parks in Leeds in 2016 as an example of 
this calculation. 
Table B.2 Summer Figures 
Answer Options Number of Replies 
Multiplier Over 6 
Month Summer 
Seasonal Period 
Total Summer 
Visits 
Almost every day 1,099 156 171,444 
Once or twice a week 999 39 38,961 
Once every 2 weeks 710 13 9,230 
Once a month 1,046 6 6,276 
Less than once a month 1,767 3 5,301 
Seldom or never  102 0  
Total 5,723 
 
231,212 
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Table B.3 Winter Figures 
Answer Options Number of Replies 
Multiplier Over 6 
Month Winter 
Seasonal Period 
Total Winter Visits 
Almost every day 738 156 115,128 
Once or twice a week 1,255 39 48,945 
Once every 2 weeks 843 13 10,959 
Once a month 1,136 6 6,816 
Less than once a month 1,135 3 3,405 
Seldom or never  616 0  
Total 5,723  185,253 
Summer: 231,212 * 616,937 / 5723 = 24,924,557 ± Total number of visits per summer 
Winter: 185,253 * 616,937 / 5722 = 19,973,686 ± Total number of visits per winter 
Whole year: 24,924,557 + 19,973,686 = 44,898,242 ± Total number of visits per annum 
Adult Visits to Leeds Parks per day, per season 
One would expect very significant day-to-day variation in visits, meaning that a simple 
average figure is of limited use. However, the following calculation provides the average 
number of adults estimated to visit Leeds parks per day in each season: 
Summer: 24,924,557 / (365/2) days of summer = 136,573 visits to Leeds parks per day 
in summer 
Winter: 19,973,686/ (365/2) days per winter = 109,445 visits per day in winter. 
Adult Visits to Leeds Parks per season, at any one time 
One would expect very significant variation in visits at any one time, meaning that a 
simple average figure is of limited use. However, taking the average daylight hours in 
each season (summer: 14.42 and winter: 9.8) and from the visitor survey the average 
length of visit in summer and winter (summer: 1.42, winter: 0.89), the following 
calculation gives the average number of adult visits in Leeds parks at any one time. 
These were calculated manually summing up the UK average daylight values for all 6 
PRQWKVRIµVXPPHU¶DQGRIµZLQWHU¶Source: http://www.derekscope.co.uk/average-of-
hours-of-daylights-in-the-uk/ 
Summer: 136,573 / [14.42 (hours) / 1.42 (length of stay)] = 13,107 visitors in Leeds 
parks on average at any one time in summer 
Winter: 109,445 / [9.8 (hours) / 0.89 (length of stay)] = 9,947 visitors in Leeds parks on 
average at any one time in winter 
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Comparability with the 2009 estimate of total visits 
While the overall methodology for calculating total visits is similar, there are differences 
in sampling, survey questions, and approach to the calculation which make the 2016 
estimate of adult visits to parks not comparable to the estimate produced in 2009. The 
differences are summarised as follows:  
x While the 2009 estimates of visits to parks are for adults and young people (using 
the number of adult visits as a proxy for young people), the 2016 estimates are just 
for adult visits.  
x The 2016 survey asked respondents to identify their main park (i.e. the park they 
use most often) and then identify how often they visited this park. Whereas, in the 
2009 survey, respondents were asked to name a park, which did not explicitly state 
that the chosen park should be their local park, park they visit most frequently or just 
a park of interest. 
x Both the 2009 and the 2016 surveys asked respondents to say how often they 
visited their named park, in both summer and winter. However, these surveys 
provided different answer options. Specifically, the 2009 survey provided an option 
WRVD\ UHVSRQGHQWVYLVLWHG WKHLUSDUN µHYHU\GD\¶ZKHUHDV WKHVXUYH\GLGQRW
include this option. Hence, a score of 7/7 is not possible using the 2016 
methodology (see Tables B.4 & B.5).  
x There are also differences in sampling and data collection methods which may have 
an effect on the responses. 
Table B.4 Answer options and multiplier rate for the 2009 survey 
Answer options Multiplier Over 7 Days Multiplier Over 6 Month Seasonal Period 
Every Day 7/7 182.5 
Most Days 6/7 159 
Once or Twice a Week 1.5/7 39 
Once Every Two Weeks 0.5/7 13 
Once a Month 0.230/7 6 
Seldom or Never 0/7 0 
Table B.5 Answer options and multiplier rate for the 2016 survey 
Answer options Multiplier Over 7 Days Multiplier Over 6 Month Seasonal Period 
Almost Every Day 6/7 156 
Once or Twice a Week 1.5/7 39 
Once Every Two Weeks 0.5/7 13 
Once a Month 0.230/7 6 
Less than Once a Month 0.115/7 3 
Seldom or Never 0/7 0 
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APPENDIX D: SITE-BASED ESTIMATES OF TOTAL ADULT VISITS  
Community 
Committee Park 
Total Annual 
Adult Visits 
Total Annual 
Adult Visits 
East Inner 
 
Banstead Park 8,301 Community 
Parks 1,096,403 
 
East End Park 634,33 
Harehills Park 247,741 
Seacroft Gardens Not included  
The Rein 206,023 
East Outer Allerton Bywater Sports 73,524 Community 
Parks  
1,202,163 
 
All parks 
Barleyhill Park 109,962 
Glebelands Recreation 191,789 
Grove Road Recreation 77,620 
Halton Dene - Primrose Valley 167,319 
Manston Park 485,243 
Temple Newsam 2,352,361 
Whinmoor Park, Coal Road 96,706 
North East Inner 
 
Chapel Allerton Park 617,302 Community 
Parks 
3,766,907 
 
Meanwood Park 2,312,690 
Norma Hutchinson Not included  
Potternewton Park 836,915 
Roundhay Park 9,284,718 
North East Outer Golden Acre Park 1,755,117 1,755,117 
North West Inner Beckett Park 1,003,688 
Community 
Parks 
4,899,115 
Blenheim Square 33,960 
Hartley Avenue Park Not selected  
Lovell Park 249,467 
Tennant Hall POS Not selected  
The Hollies 358,785 
Woodhouse Moor 3,253,215 
Woodhouse Ridge Not included  
North West Outer 
 
Chevin Forest Park 622,485 Community 
Parks 
4,204,388 
 
All parks 
4,826,873 
Grove Hill Park, Otley 39,026 
Holt Park 293,881 
Horsforth Hall Park 1,194,612 
Kirk Lane Park 42,369 
Micklefield Park, Rawdon 315,122 
Nunroyd Park, Guiseley 466,910 
Tarnfield Park, Yeadon 745,280 
Wharfemeadows Park, Otley 1,107,188 
South Inner 
 
Cross Flatts Park 1,081,525 Community 
Parks  
1,382,308 
Holbeck Moor 127,643 
Hunslet Lake 68,674 
Hunslet Moor 103,819 
Middleton Park 1,029,341 
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Penny Pocket Park 646.91  
South Outer 
 
Churwell Park 115,675  
 
 
 
Community 
Parks 
Dartmouth Park 628,735 
Drighlington Park 218,846 
Lewisham Park 111,258 
Rothwell Country Park 676,817 
Scarth Gardens Not selected  
Scatcherd Park 398,562 
Springhead Park 1,091,660 
Woodlesford Park 47,543 
West Inner 
 
Armley Park 264,020 Community 
Parks 
3,515,609 
 
All parks 
Bramley Falls Wood Park 660,648 
Bramley Park 996,028 
Burley Park 707,110 
Gotts Park 254,644 
Kirkstall Abbey Park 1,141,577 
Rodley Park Recreation 147,914 
Stanningley Park 485,245 
West Outer Calverley Park (Victoria Park) 571,701 Community 
Parks 
4,756,892 
 
All parks 
5,135,621 
Farnley Hall Park 881,543 
Hainsworth Park 157,399 
New Farnley Park 206,128 
New Wortley Recreation 231,572 
Pudsey Park 1,803,072 
Queens Park 85,815 
Tyersal Park 44,417 
Western Flatts Cliff Park 420,018 
Westroyd Park 355,227 
Lotherton Hall 378,729 
All Leeds parks 44,591,401 
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APPENDIX E: SITE-BASED USER-SATISFACTION SCORES 
East Inner 
B
an
st
ea
d 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
4) 
Ea
st
 
En
d 
Pa
rk
 
(n
=
48
) 
H
ar
eh
ill
s 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
25
) 
Th
e 
R
ei
n 
(n
=
11
) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
88
) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 25% 10% 8%  9% 42% 
Satisfied 50% 54% 60% 45% 55% 48% 
Neither   27% 24% 36% 26% 7% 
Dissatisfied  4% 4% 18% 6% 2% 
Very dissatisfied 25%  4%  2% 1% 
Total 100% 96% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
East Outer 
A
lle
rt
o
n
 
B
yw
at
er
 S
po
rt
s 
G
ro
u
n
d 
(n
=
6) 
B
ar
le
yh
ill
 P
a
rk
 (n
=
7) 
G
le
be
la
n
ds
 R
ec
re
at
io
n 
G
ro
u
n
d 
(n
=
23
) 
G
ro
v
e 
R
oa
d 
R
ec
re
at
io
n
 
G
ro
u
n
d 
(n
=
6) 
H
al
to
n
 
D
en
e 
-
 
Pr
im
ro
s
e 
Va
lle
y 
(n
=
11
) 
M
an
st
on
 
Pa
rk
 
(n
=
59
) 
Te
m
pl
e 
N
ew
sa
m
 (n
=
44
3) 
W
hi
nm
o
o
r 
Pa
rk
, C
oa
l R
oa
d 
(n
=
10
) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
12
2) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied  29% 4%  18% 14% 51% 10% 11% 42% 
Satisfied 33% 43% 57% 33% 27% 75% 44% 70% 61% 48% 
Neither 67% 29% 39% 33% 45% 12% 3% 10% 25% 7% 
Dissatisfied    33% 9%    2% 2% 
Very dissatisfied        10% 1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 
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North East Inner 
Ch
ap
el
 A
lle
rt
o
n
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
46
) 
M
ea
n
w
o
o
d 
Pa
rk
 
(n
=
24
9) 
Po
tte
rn
ew
to
n
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
57
) 
R
ou
n
dh
ay
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
14
59
) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
35
1) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 35% 57% 30% 54% 49% 42% 
Satisfied 52% 39% 63% 41% 44% 48% 
Neither  11% 4% 5% 4% 5% 7% 
Dissatisfied 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 
Very dissatisfied     0% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 
 
North East Outer 
G
o
ld
en
 
A
cr
e 
Pa
rk
 
(n
=
41
0) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 62% 42% 
Satisfied 36% 48% 
Neither  2% 7% 
Dissatisfied 1% 2% 
Very dissatisfied  1% 
Total 100% 100% 
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North West Inner 
B
ec
ke
tt 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
85
) 
B
le
nh
ei
m
 S
qu
ar
e 
(n
=
2) 
Lo
v
el
l P
ar
k 
(n
=
21
) 
Th
e 
H
ol
lie
s 
(n
=
33
) 
W
o
o
dh
o
u
se
 
M
oo
r 
(n
=
28
6) 
W
o
o
dh
o
u
se
 
R
id
ge
 
(n
=
1) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
42
8) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 29%  19% 61% 25%  28% 42% 
Satisfied 57% 50% 52% 39% 60% 100% 57% 48% 
Neither  9%  19%  11%  10% 7% 
Dissatisfied 3% 50% 10%  3%  3% 2% 
Very dissatisfied     1%  1% 1% 
Total 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
North West Outer 
Ch
ev
in
 F
o
re
st
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
10
3) 
G
ro
v
e 
H
ill
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
8) 
H
ol
t P
a
rk
 (n
=
15
) 
H
or
sf
or
th
 
H
al
l P
ar
k 
(n
=
19
2) 
K
irk
 L
an
e 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
3) 
M
ic
kl
ef
ie
ld
 P
a
rk
 (n
=
38
) 
N
un
ro
yd
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
44
) 
Ta
rn
fie
ld
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
94
) 
W
ha
rfe
m
ea
do
w
s 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
94
) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
48
5) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 61%  27% 41% 33% 29% 27% 35% 44% 37% 42% 
Satisfied 36% 75% 60% 54% 33% 50% 57% 57% 50% 54% 48% 
Neither  1% 25% 13% 5%  21% 16% 4% 4% 7% 7% 
Dissatisfied 2%    33%   1% 1% 1% 2% 
Very dissatisfied    1%    1%  0% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 99% 99% 100% 100% 
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South Inner 
Cr
os
s 
Fl
at
ts
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
10
1) 
H
ol
be
ck
 M
oo
r 
(n
=
14
) 
H
un
sl
et
 
La
ke
 (n
=
3) 
H
un
sl
et
 
M
oo
r 
(n
=
9) 
M
id
dl
et
on
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
16
3) 
Pe
n
n
y 
Po
ck
et
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
1) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
12
8) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 20% 14% 33%  42%  18% 42% 
Satisfied 55% 36% 33% 56% 48% 100% 53% 48% 
Neither 17% 36%  33% 8%  20% 7% 
Dissatisfied 6%  33% 11%   6% 2% 
Very dissatisfied 2% 14%     3% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 100% 100% 100% 
 
South Outer 
Ch
u
rw
el
l P
ar
k 
(n
=
19
) 
D
ar
tm
o
u
th
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
72
) 
D
rig
hl
in
gt
o
n
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
22
) 
Le
w
is
ha
m
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
9) 
R
ot
hw
el
l C
ou
n
tr
y 
Pa
rk
 
(n
=
79
) 
Sc
at
ch
er
d 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
45
) 
Sp
rin
gh
e
ad
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
12
1) 
W
o
o
dl
es
fo
rd
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
4) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
37
1) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 16% 28% 23%  28% 18% 41% 25% 29% 42% 
Satisfied 79% 50% 59% 67% 58% 67% 51% 75% 57% 48% 
Neither  5% 21% 14%  9% 16% 5%  11% 7% 
Dissatisfied  1% 5% 22% 4%  1%  2% 2% 
Very dissatisfied    11%   2%  1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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West Inner 
A
rm
le
y 
(n
=
43
) 
B
ra
m
le
y 
Fa
lls
 W
o
o
d 
Pa
rk
 
(n
=
51
) 
B
ra
m
le
y 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
91
) 
B
ur
le
y 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
62
) 
G
o
tts
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
22
) 
K
irk
st
al
l A
bb
e
y 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
16
9) 
R
od
le
y 
Pa
rk
 R
ec
re
at
io
n 
G
ro
u
n
d 
(n
=
21
) 
St
an
n
in
gl
ey
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
27
) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
31
4) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 14% 25% 23% 24% 18% 50% 29% 4% 21% 42% 
Satisfied 60% 59% 57% 58% 59% 43% 57% 56% 58% 48% 
Neither  14% 8% 14% 18% 14% 6% 10% 26% 15% 7% 
Dissatisfied 9% 6% 3% 
 
9% 
  
7% 4% 2% 
Very dissatisfied 2% 
     
5% 7% 1% 1% 
Total 100% 98% 98% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
West Outer 
Ca
lv
e
rle
y 
Pa
rk
 (V
ict
or
ia
 P
ar
k) 
(n
=
51
) 
Fa
rn
le
y 
H
al
l P
ar
k 
(n
=
68
) 
H
ai
ns
w
o
rt
h 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
12
) 
N
ew
 
Fa
rn
le
y 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
21
) 
N
ew
 
W
o
rt
le
y 
R
ec
re
at
io
n 
G
ro
u
n
d 
(n
=
23
) 
Pu
ds
ey
 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
23
1) 
Qu
ee
n
s 
Pa
rk
 (n
=
4) 
Ty
er
s
al
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
4) 
W
es
te
rn
 
Fl
at
ts
 C
lif
f P
a
rk
 (n
=
31
) 
W
es
tr
o
yd
 P
ar
k 
(n
=
22
) 
Lo
th
er
to
n
 
H
al
l (n
=
76
) 
Co
m
m
u
n
ity
 P
a
rk
s 
(n
=
46
5) 
A
ll 
Le
ed
s
 
Very satisfied 59% 24% 33% 10% 17% 42%   3% 41% 54% 35% 42% 
Satisfied 39% 54% 50% 62% 39% 52% 50% 75% 77% 50% 45% 52% 48% 
Neither  2% 19%  19% 17% 6% 50%  10% 9%  9% 7% 
Dissatisfied  1% 8%  22%   25% 10%  1% 3% 2% 
Very dissatisfied  1%  5%        0% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 92% 95% 96% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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